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Hon.  James  J.  McBride 
Presiding  Judge  of  the  Superior  Court 
400  McAllister  Street,  Department  206 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Dear  Judge  McBride: 

The  2008-2009  San  Francisco  Civil  Grand  Jury  hereby  submits  the  seven  final  reports 
released  during  its  term.  The  Jury  was  a  dedicated  and  hard  working  group  and 
appreciated  the  opportunity  to  assist  in  improving  the  efficiency  and  effectiveness  of  City 
government. 

The  Jury  is  grateful  for  the  cooperation  of  the  many  city  officials  and  employees  the 
investigating  committees  contacted  for  interviews,  documents,  reports  and  the  myriad  of 
information  necessary  for  the  reporting  process. 

The  Jury  would  be  remiss  if  it  did  not  extend  its  gratitude  to  Gary  Giubbini  for  his 
unwavering  guidance,  assistance  patience  and  invaluable  support.  We  would  also  like  to 
thank  Barbara  Compton  for  her  help. 

The  Jury  is  very  proud  of  the  fact  it  has  created,  produced  and  published  the  Grand  Jury 
Gazette.  The  first  newspaper  ever  published  by  the  Civil  Grand  Jury,  consisting  of  12 
pages,  including  summaries  of  its  seven  reports.  The  Jury  is  confident  the  newspaper  will 
assist  in  attracting  competent  prospective  jurors  to  apply  to  serve  on  future  juries. 

Finally  the  Jury  wishes  to  thank  you  for  your  guidance,  counsel  and  support  of  our  work. 

Very  truly  yours, 


rery  truly  yours, 

Iff*™*  Q-t^fy 

Leonard  A.  Kully,  Foreperson 
2008-2009  Civil  Grand  Jury 
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The  Numbers  Have  Something  to  Say,  Is  Anybody  Listening? 
Performance  Measurement  (PM)  in  San  Francisco  City  Government 


"In  government,  we  define  our  bottom  line  in  terms  of  justice,  strong  families,  a  vibrant  economy, 
communities  that  are  prepared  for  natural  disasters  and  children  who  are  safe  and  healthy  and 
educated  and  ready  to  achieve  their  dreams  in  a  new  global  economy. 

These  things  resist  easy  measurement  in  dollars. 

But  I  do  believe  we  share  the  same  commitment  to  accountability  and  measurable  results  as  our 
colleagues  in  the  private  sector,  because  we  are  in  fact  competing  in  the  same  global  economy  as 
our  colleagues  in  the  private  sector. 

We  can  have  all  the  best  policies  and  ideas  in  the  world,  but  they  won't  amount  to  a  hill  of  beans  if 
we  don't  have  managers  who  are  willing  to  really  deliver  results,  to  challenge  ourselves  just  as 
vigorously  as  the  private  sector  to  streamline  our  operations  and  be  as  effective  and  as  efficient  as 
possible. 

In  Washington,  we  spend  $30  billion  dollars  a  year  to  make  the  state  a  great  place  to  live  and  learn 
and  work.  How  do  we  know  if  we  are  getting  a  good  return  on  that  investment,  in  terms  of  public 
value?  How  do  you  know,  in  each  of  your  cities  and  counties  and  state  and  federal  government  - 
can  you  tell  me,  in  short  order,  what  your  taxpayers  are  getting  in  return  for  their  dollars? 

It's  not  good  enough  any  more  to  say  "well,  it's  hard  to  measure  what  we  do. "  Or  to  say  "we  can't 
really  control  the  social  and  economic  outcomes. "  This  is  a  cop  out,  and  the  public  won't  stand  for  it 
anymore. " 

From  Managing  Performance  -  The  Governor's  Job:  Washington  State  Governor  Chris  Gregoire's 
Speech  to  Governing  Magazine's  Managing  Performance  Conference  in  2006. 
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Purpose  of  the  Civil  Grand  Jury 

The  Civil  Grand  jury  is  a  government  watchdog  made  up  of  volunteers  who  serve  for  one  year. 
The  Civil  Grand  jury  reports  with  findings  and  recommendations  resulting  from  its 
investigations.   The  investigated  agencies,  departments  or  officials  are  required  by  the  California 
Penal  Code  to  respond  publicly  within  at  most  90  days. 

The  nineteen  members  of  the  Civil  Grand  Jury  are  selected  at  random  from  a  pool  of  thirty 
prospective  jurors.  San  Francisco  residents  are  invited  to  apply. 

More  information  can  be  found  at:  http://www.sfgov.org/site/courts_page.asp?id  =  3680,  or  by 
contacting  the  Civil  Grand  Jury  at  400  McAllister  Street,  Room  008,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102; 
(415)  551-3605. 


State  Law  Requirement 

Pursuant  to  state  law,  reports  of  the  Civil  Grand  Jury  do  not  identify  the  names  or  provide 
identifying  information  about  individuals  who  spoke  to  the  Civil  Grand  Jury. 

Departments  and  agencies  identified  in  the  report  must  respond  to  the  Presiding  Judge  of  the 
Superior  Court  within  the  number  of  days  specified,  with  a  copy  sent  to  the  Board  of 
Supervisors.  For  each  finding  of  the  Civil  Grand  Jury,  the  response  must  either  (1)  agree  with 
the  finding,  or  (2)  disagree  with  it,  wholly  or  partially,  and  explain  why.  Further,  as  to  each 
recommendation  made  by  the  Civil  Grand  Jury,  the  responding  party  must  report  either  (1)  that 
the  recommendation  has  been  implemented,  with  a  summary  explanation  of  how  it  was 
implemented;  (2)  the  recommendation  has  not  been  implemented,  but  will  be  implemented  in 
the  future,  with  a  time  frame  for  the  implementation;  (3)  the  recommendation  requires  further 
analysis,  with  an  explanation  of  the  scope  of  that  analysis  and  a  time  frame  for  the  officer  or 
agency  head  to  be  prepared  to  discuss  it  (less  than  six  months  from  the  release  of  the  report); 
or  (4)  that  recommendation  will  not  be  implemented  because  it  is  not  warranted  or  reasonable, 
with  an  explanation  of  why  that  is.     (California  Penal  Code,  sections  933,  933.05). 
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Summary 


With  a  budget  of  $6.5  billion,  the  City  would  be  #376  on  the  Fortune  500  List  of  corporations.  The 
citizens  might  hope  that  the  City  is  managing  operations  of  that  size  with  efficiency  and 
effectiveness. 

The  2008-2009  Grand  Jury  found  otherwise. 

As  Governor  Gregoire  pointed  out:  "It's  not  good  enough  any  more  to  say  'well,  it's  hard  to 
measure  what  we  do.'  Or  to  say  'we  can't  really  control  the  social  and  economic  outcomes.'  This  is 
a  cop  out,  and  the  public  won't  stand  for  it  anymore." 

The  Jury  did  not  find  that  the  public  would  not  stand  for  it.  A  citizen  in  San  Francisco  would  have 
even  more  difficulty  digging  out  the  facts  on  City  efficiency  than  the  Jury  did. 

The  City  has  invested  in  both  people  and  systems  to  set  and  manage  annual  operational  goals  in  a 
systematic  way  under  the  general  term  of  Performance  Measurement.  Regrettably,  that 
management  process  does  not  deliver  on  its  promise  of  making  City  operations  effective  and 
efficient. 

The  Grand  Jury  found  that  the  primary  cause  of  the  failure  to  deliver  on  the  promise  of 
Performance  Measurement  is  lack  of  leadership  on  the  part  of  the  Mayor  and  his  department  heads. 

The  Jury  makes  a  number  of  recommendations  to  rectify  this  situation,  the  most  important  being 
that  the  Mayor  take  charge  by  managing  the  City  by  the  numbers,  rather  than  just  publicizing 
those  favorable  to  him. 
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Reasons  for  Our  Investigation 


The  City  merits  a  systematic  approach  to  management.  With  a  budget  of  $6.5  billion,  the  City 
would  be  #376  on  the  Fortune  500  List  of  corporations. 

The  2008-2009  Civil  Grand  Jury  (the  Jury)  investigated  whether  quantitative  methods  were  being 
used  in  City  government  to  increase  efficiency  and  effectiveness.  The  Jury  found  that  the  City  has 
been  attempting  to  measure  performance  for  at  least  25  years.  The  investigation  quickly  evolved 
into  an  inquiry  into  Performance  Measurement  (PM)  as  practiced  by  the  City. 

The  Jury  chose  this  definition  of  PM:  the  process  of  developing  measurable  indicators  that  can  be 
systematically  tracked  to  assess  progress  made  in  achieving  predetermined  goals  and  using  such 
indicators  to  assess  progress  in  achieving  these  goals.  PM  is  used  to  improve  effectiveness  and 
efficiency  in  organizations  and  in  people.  To  paraphrase  Peter  Drucker,  the  late  management  guru: 
" Effectiveness  is  doing  the  right  things;  Efficiency  is  doing  things  right." 

Effectiveness  (doing  the  right  things)  is  about  setting  goals  and  objectives,  and  in  City  government 
the  Mayor,  department  heads  and  managers  are  responsible  for  setting  goals.  As  an  example  of 
goals  and  objectives,  the  Fire  Department  has  a  goal  under  Fire  Suppression  to  "Determine  the 
causes  of  fire  in  an  effective  and  efficient  manner."  The  sub-goals  or  objectives  under  that  heading 
are  "Total  number  of  fires  investigated",  "Total  number  of  arson  incidents"  and  "Total  arson 
arrests."  The  Jury  did  not  inquire  into  whether  the  City  was  doing  the  right  things.  The  Jury 
assumed  managers  knew  what  needed  to  be  done. 

Efficiency  (doing  things  right)  is  about  getting  the  most  from  the  available  resources.  Efficiency  is 
also  about  how  well  a  system  is  performing,  and  in  this  investigation,  how  well  City  government  is 
performing  in  accomplishing  the  defined  goals  and  objectives.  The  Jury  investigated  what  indicators 
(variously  called  metrics,  measures  or  numbers)  were  used  to  measure  progress  towards  goals.  In 
our  Fire  department  example  above,  the  target  metrics  for  2008-2009  were  400  for  "Total  number 
of  fires  investigated,"  180  for  "Total  number  of  arson  incidents"  and  60  for  "Total  arson  arrests." 

What  We  Did 

Met  with  City  staff  members  in  11  face  to  face  interviews 

Exchanged  many  emails  with  City  staff 

Conducted  two  on-line  surveys  with  PM  staff  and  with  department  heads 

Reviewed  in  detail  the  167  pages  of  the  latest  departmental  PM  measures 

Scheduled  two  meetings  with  Mayor  Newsom  that  were  canceled  by  him 

Visited  the  City  of  Sunnyvale  to  learn  about  their  long-standing  PAM  system 

Did  extensive  research  on  PM  on  the  Internet 

Reviewed  in  detail  the  Baltimore  CitiStat  process  1 

Decided  not  to  meet  with  members  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  because  the  Jury 
thinks  that  PM  is  an  executive  function 
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Facts  We  Found 

1.  The  City  uses  the  term  Performance  Measurement  (PM)  for  measuring  departmental 
performance  and  PPA  (Performance  Planning  and  Appraisal)  for  evaluating  people. 

2.  The  City  has  been  involved  with  PM  since  at  least  the  early  1980s.  The  then  Mayor,  Dianne 
Feinstein  wrote,  in  the  foreword  to  a  1984  textbook  on  PM  2,  "With  our  MBO  (Management 
By  Objectives)  program  firmly  established,  we  have  a  mechanism  in  place  to  link  strategic 
plans  to  actionable  projects  and  objectives..." 

3.  MBO  has  since  fallen  by  the  wayside,  a  fate  that  befalls  many  management  theories.  MBO 
has  been  replaced  in  the  City  by  a  series  of  other  acronyms  and  buzzwords.  The  Jury  found 
Efficiency  Plans,  SFStat,  the  PM  database,  PPA,  the  Ten  Strategic  Pillars,  the  Mayor's 
Accountability  Report/Matrix/Index,  and  in  the  School  District,  the  latest  favorite,  the 
Balanced  Scorecard. 

4.  Mayor  Newsom  has  been  no  less  active  than  Mayor  Feinstein  in  promoting  mechanisms  to 
link  strategic  plans  to  actionable  projects  and  objectives.  He  stated  in  his  Accountability 
Report  (a  video  and  document  3  which  accompanied  his  "State  of  the  City  2008"  address) 
that  citizens  should  "Hold  us  accountable"  and  "Here  are  398  things  I  said  I  would  do." 

5.  The  current  City  PM  Programs  that  "Hold  us  accountable"  are: 

a.  Performance  Measurement  Database.  A  team  in  the  Controller's  Department 

works  with  departments  to  set  and  enter  metrics  into  the  Performance 
Measurement  database,  and  to  provide  reports  from  the  data  therein.  The  team 
is  not  dedicated  to  PM  but  PM  takes  about  2.6  FTEs  (Full  Time  Equivalent 
employees)  per  year. 

i.     The  City  has  purchased  186  end-user  licenses  for  a  database  marketed  by 
Cognos,  now  a  unit  of  IBM.  This  system  is  known  to  the  City  as  the  Budget 
and  Performance  Management  System  (BPMS).  Most  of  the  licenses  are 
used  by  the  Controller's  staff  for  budget  preparation.  About  50  users  enter 
and  access  the  Performance  Measurement  data.  The  budget  and  PM  data 
are  stored  separately,  but  may  be  combined  for  reporting.  The  PM 
component  is  referred  to  in  this  report  as  "the  PM  system." 

ii.    About  1,000  metrics  are  currently  stored  in  the  PM  system  across  all 

departments.  The  Performance  Measurement  system  database  does  allow  a 
hierarchy  on  metrics  such  that  the  Mayor  could  have  numbers  for  his 
department  Heads  and  the  Heads  for  their  managers,  and  those  managers 
for  their  people.  A  number  of  successful  governments  have  cut  back  on 
their  metrics  with  experience;  as  an  example,  the  State  of  Oregon  has  gone 
from  a  high  of  292  to  158. 

iii.  Here  are  the  Fire  Department  target  metrics  from  above: 

•  400  Total  number  of  fires  investigated 

•  180  Total  number  of  arson  incidents 

•  60  Total  arson  arrests 

iv.  The  investigation  rate  is  not  known  (unless  all  fires  are  automatically 
investigated).  The  Jury  also  noted  that  the  arson  arrest  rate  of  33%  is  not 
mentioned  (although  it  can  be  computed). 

v.    In  the  Performance  Measurement  system,  numbers  are  provided  for  Targets 
and  Actuals  for  each  of  the  last  two  years,  and  a  Target  for  the  current 
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year.  In  many  cases  in  the  167  pages  of  measures,  the  numbers  are 
absolutes:  the  number  of  visitors,  of  admissions,  of  presentations,  of 
citizens  serviced,  of  service  hours  and  so  on.  Departments  often  have  little 
control  over  these  absolutes.  More  meaningful  metrics  such  as  Museum 
visitors  as  a  percentage  of  the  City's  population,  or  percentage  of  fires 
investigated  are  not  always  present. 

vi.  The  Controller  has  been  known  to  add  metrics  for  departments. 

vii.  There  is  supposed  to  be  a  PM  person  in  each  department  to  enter  data. 

viii.PM  target  data  is  entered  once  a  year  and  is  usually  adjusted  at  the  six- 
month  point  to  reflect  actual  performance  at  that  point. 

ix.  PPAs  are  in  the  PM  database  for  all  departments  as  a  percentage  of  those 
appraisals  due  that  were  completed  as  required. 

Efficiency  Plans.  The  San  Francisco  Performance  and  Review  Ordinance  (Section 
88  of  the  Administrative  Code)  requires  that  each  City  department  prepare  an 
annual  Efficiency  Plan  4.  The  Jury  saw  copies  of  all  the  plans,  and  they  were 
current.  However,  interviews  with  some  departments  revealed  that  little 
management  attention  was  paid  to  the  Plans,  either  inside  or  outside  the 
department. 

SFStat.  This  performance  measurement  program  resembles  the  CitiStat 
program  that  was  pioneered  by  the  City  of  Baltimore  \  The  number  of  SFStat 
meetings  held  with  City  departments  was  20  in  FY  2006-07,  13  in  FY  2007-08 
and  1  at  the  time  of  this  report  in  FY  2008-09. 


25 


SFStat  meetings  held 


-Meetings 


FY  2008 


The  Jury  attended  the  one  SFStat  meeting  in  FY  2009.  It  focused  solely  on 
Overtime.  The  meeting  revealed  that  the  City  has  spent  considerable  effort  in 
driving  down  overtime  costs  from  $111  million  to  a  proposed  $87  million  in 
2008-09.  Yet  there  are  no  metrics  in  the  Performance  Measurement  system  for 
overtime.  The  format  was  very  different  from  the  one-department-focused 
interrogation  typical  in  other  CitiStat  programs.  In  the  City's  meeting,  five 
major  department  heads  or  their  surrogates  sat  around  for  two  hours  while 
each  department  gave  a  show  and  tell  PowerPoint  presentation. 

Ten  Strategic  Pillars.  These  are  critical  policy  areas  established  by  the  Mayor  in 
late  2008.  See  Appendix  A. 

i.     The  goals  and  measures  for  each  of  the  Strategic  Pillars  will  be 
established  by  people  ("Pillar  Leads")  in  the  Mayor's  Office  and  in  key 
departments. 
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ii.    Strategic  Pillars  will  be  reflected  in  department  heads'  PPAs. 

iii.  There  are  50  measures  in  the  Pillars  but  only  12  of  these  are  in  the  PM 
system.  See  Appendix  A  for  a  list. 

Accountability  Programs.  The  Mayor  and  his  staff  have  referred  variously  in 
2008  to  an  Accountability  Matrix,  Accountability  Index  and  Accountability 
Report.  All  these  apparently  describe  the  Accountability  Report  3  that 
accompanied  the  Mayor's  "State  of  the  City  2008"  address. 

i.     The  Accountability  Report  has  153  pages  containing  380  Policy  Items, 
mostly  stated  as  objectives,  and  an  Update  for  each  item,  in  some  cases 
giving  numbers  as  a  target,  and/or  a  result.  This  is  close  to  the  Mayor's 
398. 

ii.    The  380  Policy  items  are  spread  over  Nine  Policies,  rather  than  the  Ten 
Pillars,  and  the  Policies  differ  between  the  two  documents.  As  late  as 
February  2009,  there  was  no  link  between  the  two  documents. 

iii.  Below  the  Jury  compares  the  Ten  Strategic  Pillars  to  the  9  numbered 
items  in  the  Accountability  Index,  in  so  far  as  the  Jury  can  match  them: 

Strategic  Pillars  Accountability  Index 

(10  programs)  (9  programs) 

1.  Panhandling  and  the  Homeless  1.  Housing  and  Homelessness 

2.  Health  5.  Health 

3.  Environment  2.  Clean  and  Green 

4.  Homicide  and  Violent  Crime  4.  Public  Safety 

5.  Emergency  Planning 

6.  Education  6  Education  and  Youth 

7.  Poverty  and  Equal  Opportunity 

8.  Transportation  10.  Transportation 


9.  Infrastructure,  Planning  and 
Redevelopment 

10.  Government  Efficiency 


7.  Government  Efficiency 

3.  Economic  and  Workforce  Development 

8.  Arts 

[9.  Not  in  Accountability  Index] 


f.  PPA  (Performance  Planning  and  Appraisal).  Managers  use  this  process  to 
evaluate  their  employees  annually.  Evaluations  are  up  to  date.  3  The 
percentage  of  evaluations  completed  when  due  is  in  the  Performance 
Measurement  system  for  each  department. 

In  an  agreement  with  the  Municipal  Employees  Association  (MEA),  974 
managers  were  eligible  for  a  bonus  of  1.5%  of  salary  in  2008  for  meeting  their 
PPA  goals.  750  of  the  managers  (close  to  75%)  were  paid  the  bonus  in  full.  The 
remaining  managers  were  not  paid  bonuses,  but  the  City  could  not  explain  why. 

g.  The  Mayor's  Office  gave  the  Jury  a  graphic  describing  Citywide  Performance 
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Management  that  is  attached  as  Appendix  B. 


h.       The  City  conducts  training  for  the  PM  person  in  each  department  who  enters 
data.  The  Jury  did  not  find  any  evidence  of  training  of  line  managers  and 
department  heads  on  how  to  set  and  track  goals  and  metrics  within  the  PM 
system. 

The  Jury  surveyed  the  PM  person  in  37  departments.  16  departments  responded.  The 
survey  showed  that: 

a.  77%  got  the  metrics  to  be  entered  from  colleagues,  and  4%  from  superiors. 

b.  66%  of  department  heads  expressed  no  interest  in  the  metrics  in  the  last  year. 

c.  13%  said  the  metrics  were  a  waste  of  time;  18%  said  they  were  being  used  to  manage 
the  City  better;  and  68%  said  the  metrics  were  valuable  and  COULD  be  used  to  manage 
the  City  better. 


Source  of  PM  metrics 


□  From  a  superior 
■  From  a  colleague 
D  Other 


7.  The  City  established  the  311  phone  system  in  March  2007  to  provide  an  easy-to-remember 
telephone  number  that  connects  residents,  businesses,  and  visitors  to  highly-trained 
Customer  Service  Representatives  ready  to  help  with  general  government  information  and 
services.  There  is  no  direct  linkage  between  311  statistics  and  the  Performance 
Measurement  system. 

8.  The  Jury  noted  that  Sunnyvale  expects  its  people  not  to  exceed  cost  goals,  and  encourages 
them  to  over-perform  service  goals:  "If  you  can't  deliver  within  budget,  cut  your  programs." 

9.  Some  of  those  whom  the  Jury  interviewed  described  the  PM  process  as  "Lip  service", 

"Spinning  our  wheels"  or  in  similar  terms.  Some  large  and  sophisticated  departments  are 
using  PM  internally  to  manage  their  internal  targets  and  results  effectively.  However, 
departments  have  little  sense  of  what  is  being  done  with  PM  in  other  departments,  and 
several  people  described  their  departments  as  being  "Islands"  or  "Silos"  with  little 
communication  with  other  city  units  on  anything,  including  PM. 

10.        The  interest  in  Performance  Measurement  reached  the  White  House  as  President  Obama 
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created  a  new  White  House  position  of  Chief  Performance  Officer  (CPO)  aimed  at  eliminating 
government  waste  and  improving  efficiency.  There  is  no  CPO  in  the  City  government. 

11.        Robert  Behn  is  the  author  of  numerous  articles  and  books  on  performance  leadership. 

a.        In  his  article  "The  Seven  Big  Errors  of  Performance  Stat"  5  Behn  provided  this  list  of 
errors  "that  can  divert  a  real  opportunity  to  produce  improved  results  into  little  more 
than  an  utterly  simplistic,  noticeably  ineffective,  and  thus  purely  symbolic  sham." 

i.         No  Clear  Purpose:  What  results  are  we  looking  for?  What  would  better 
performance  look  like? 

ii.        No  One  has  Specific  Responsibility:  Who  will  do  all  this?  Who  does  what? 

iii.       The  meetings  are  Held  Irregularly.  Infrequently,  or  Randomly:  Most  successful 
PM  organizations  review  departments  bi-weekly  or  monthly. 

iv.       No  One  Person  authorized  to  Run  the  Meetings:  The  Mayor's  Chief  of  Staff  ran  the 
one  SFStat  meeting  held  so  far  this  year. 

v.        No  Dedicated  Analytic  Staff:  The  City  does  have  staff  assigned  to  PM,  but  not 
100%  devoted  to  PM.  They  report  to  the  Controller  rather  than  the  Mayor  as 
Chief  Executive. 

vi.       No  Follow-Up:  This  is  impossible  to  do  if  the  first  three  bullets  in  this  list  hold 
true. 

vii.      No  balance  Between  the  Brutal  and  the  Bland:  To  succeed,  the  executives  both 
pressure  managers,  and  help  them  to  succeed. 

b.  Behn  says  ".  .there  is  no  single,  right  approach  as  to  how  to  develop  a  successful 
management  performance  and  accountability  structure.  Success  depends  heavily  on 
clear  goals,  committed  leadership,  and  persistent  follow-up." 

c.  Behn's  original  writings  addressed  "Five  Errors."  That  attracted  comment  from 
Stephen  Goldsmith  6  whose  article  says  among  other  things  that  Mayors  must  lead, 
measure  value,  have  resources,  working  systems  and  be  good  listeners.  The  Jury 
agreed  that  these  are  all  good  objectives  that  may  precede  or  follow  the 
implementation  of  a  working  PM  process.  Behn  subsequently  expanded  his  list  to 
seven  errors. 
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Findings  We  Made 

1.  The  Jury  found  that  Performance  Measurement  is  not  a  luxury,  but  an  essential  tool  to 
manage  the  City's  $6.5  billion  budget  and  to  demonstrate  to  the  citizens  how  well  the  City  is 
managed. 

2.  The  City  supplied  the  graphic  in  Appendix  B  describing  Citywide  Performance  Management 
so  we  assume  it  is  an  accurate  picture  of  PM  as  practiced  by  the  City.  It  seems  to  imply  that 
any  road  leads  anywhere.  The  Jury  finds  that  the  map  reflects  the  lack  of  clarity  about  PM  in 
the  City.  The  Jury  puts  forward  a  preferred  graphic  in  Appendix  C. 

3.  The  City  has  avoided  only  one  of  the  seven  errors  that  Behn  identified  which  we  list  in 
paragraph  11  of  our  Facts,  and  that  one  only  in  part.  The  City  does  have  an  analytic  staff  in 
the  PM  unit,  but  the  staff  spends  some  of  its  time  working  for  and  reporting  to  the 
Controller.  To  have  missed  six  and  a  half  times  out  of  seven  is  an  interesting  PM  metric  in 
itself.  The  Jury  finds  that  the  City  does  not  have  "clear  goals,  committed  leadership,  and 
persistent  follow-up"  1  at  all  levels  in  the  Performance  Measurement  process. 

4.  The  PM  system  has  about  1,000  metrics  but  didn't  have  a  single  one  on  the  $100  million 
overtime  problem.  Many  current  metrics  throw  little  light  on  how  the  City  is  managed.  The 
Fire  Department  numbers  do  not  contribute  much  to  efficiency.  Better  metrics  would  be  "We 
plan  to  arrest  one  person  for  arson  for  every  three  arson  incidents"  and  "We  plan  to 
investigate  this  percentage  of  all  fires."  Raw  numbers  such  as  admissions  to  libraries  and 
museums  might  be  more  meaningful  if  they  were  expressed  as  a  percentage  of  the 
population,  or  a  percentage  of  visitors  to  the  City.  That  way  some  intent  to  grow  the 
percentage  over  time  would  be  apparent.  Commendably,  some  departments  do  express 
their  metrics  in  this  way,  but  most  do  not.  The  Jury  finds  that  important  metrics  are  omitted 
from  the  PM  system,  and  that  others  are  expressed  ineffectively. 

5.  Of  the  PM  people  who  responded  to  our  survey,  77%  said  that  the  source  of  the  metrics  was 
from  colleagues  and  only  4%  from  their  managers  and  department  heads.  The  Jury  finds 
that  some  department  heads  are  not  providing  leadership  by  specifying  the  metrics  by  which 
they  will  judge  their  subordinates. 

6.  The  Jury  finds  that  there  is  confusion  between  the  Accountability  Index,  the  Strategic  Pillars 
and  the  PM  metrics.  Overall,  the  City's  Performance  Measurement  process  is  "utterly 
simplistic,  noticeably  ineffective,  and  a  purely  symbolic  sham"  as  described  in  Behn's  Seven 
Errors. 

7.  The  Mayor  states  that  he  wants  to  be  held  accountable  by  the  citizens.  The  Jury  applauds 
this  objective  but  question  his  execution.  It  is  not  feasible  for  him  to  manage  personally  the 
398  or  even  380  items  he  has  put  forth  under  the  various  forms  of  Accountability,  nor  has 
he  put  in  place  a  process  to  delegate  those  goals,  policies  and  numbers  down  to  department 
heads,  managers  and  staff.  The  Jury  finds  that  the  Mayor  has  not  shown  the  executive 
leadership  needed  to  make  PM  work. 

8.  The  Mayor  has  not  appointed  a  CPO  (Chief  Performance  Officer)  in  City  Government  with 
specific  responsibility  and  authority  to  make  PM  effective. 

9.  The  City  has  a  PM  unit  staffed  by  professionals  in  the  Controller's  Office  and  a  working  PM 
database.  The  combination  is  more  than  capable  of  handling  a  first  rate  PM  implementation 
if  the  Mayor  would  show  strong  support. 

10.  The  Jury  believes  that  Performance  Measurement  is  an  executive  function,  not  a  budgetary 
process,  and  therefore  does  not  belong  in  the  Controller's  Office. 

11.  The  Jury  finds  that  there  is  no  regular  communication  between  departments,  or  between 
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departments  and  the  Mayor  on  City  goals,  targets  and  achievements  as  part  of  a  formal  PM 
process  based  on  PM  data. 

12.  The  variety  of  measurement  systems  used  by  the  City  are  not  easily  found  or  understood  by 
the  public.  The  Jury  finds  that  Citizens  cannot  easily  discover  what  strategic  goals  the  City  is 
pursuing,  nor  what  progress  is  being  made  in  reaching  them. 

13.  The  practice  of  changing  targets  in  mid-year  to  match  performance  to  date  does  not 
encourage  people  to  strive  hard  to  reach  their  goals. 

14.  The  Jury  finds  that  the  Mayor  and  most  department  heads  are  not  paying  attention  to  the 
numbers. 

15.  The  MEA  bonus  scheme  is  a  mechanism  for  paying  managers  and  has  nothing  to  do  with 
managing  the  City  effectively  and  efficiently  via  a  PM  system.  Other  governments  have 
mixed  views  on  bonuses  for  PM  achievements.  The  Jury  finds  that  there  is  no  need  for 
financial  motivation  to  induce  effective  managerial  behavior. 
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Our  Recommendations 

1.  The  Mayor  should  exercise  strong  and  committed  leadership  in  using  Performance 
Measurement  as  the  tool  for  managing  the  City. 

2.  The  Mayor  should  establish  key  metrics  for  key  departments  and  report  quarterly  to  the 
citizens  on  progress. 

3.  Annual  staff  evaluations  should  be  based  on  PM  metrics. 

4.  The  Mayor  should  ensure  that  heads  of  departments  reduce  the  number  of  metrics  used 
within  their  departments  to  a  manageable  number  that  support  the  goals  the  Mayor  has 
given  to  the  department. 

5.  The  Mayor  should  delegate  PM  leadership  to  his  Chief  of  Staff  (COS). 

6.  The  COS  must  be  educated  in  Performance  Measurement  to  drive  the  PM  program. 

7.  A  CPO  should  be  appointed  from  within  the  existing  PM  qualified  staff,  reporting  to  the  COS. 

8.  The  CPO  should  select  two  assistants  from  within  the  existing  qualified  staff. 

9.  All  three  PM  professionals  must  be  fully  dedicated  to  PM  and  not  have  any  responsibilities  to 
the  Controller. 

10.  The  Mayor  should  appoint  a  Performance  Measurement  review  committee  to  include  at  least 
the  COS,  the  Controller  and  the  PM  Unit. 

11.  The  reporting  chain  could  look  like  this 


Mayor 


Chief  of  Staff 


PM  Committee 


Big  Departments 


CPO 


PM  Staff 


Small  Departments 


Units 


12.       The  CPO  should  write  a  Performance  Measurement  plan  for  the  City,  derived  from  best 
practices  in  PM  from  around  the  country. 
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13. 


14. 


15. 


The  PM  plan  should  include  at  least  these  components: 

a.  The  use  of  Efficiency  Plans  such  that  strategic  goals,  plans  and  programs  give  rise  to 
metrics  that  can  be  included  in  the  PM  system. 

b.  Metrics  that  are  set  by  the  Mayor  for  department  heads,  by  department  heads  for 
their  managers,  and  by  managers  for  their  staff. 

c.  -       Metrics  that  reflect  the  Mayor's  goals  for  departments. 

d.  Metrics  that  are  for  the  fiscal  year  and  are  not  to  be  changed. 

e.  Reviews  of  large  departments  by  the  PM  Committee  in  formal  session  at  least 
monthly  and  smaller  departments  not  less  than  every  six  months. 

f.  Training  for  department  heads  and  line  managers  in  PM  practices. 
The  Jury  recommends  changes  to  these  metrics  that  are  related  to  PM: 

a.  The  311  system  should  be  tied  into  the  PM  system  to  establish  targets  for  City 
services.  Pending  automating  that  process,  the  data  should  be  entered  manually. 

b.  Managers  should  link  PPA  objectives  to  PM  metrics  where  that  makes  sense. 

c.  MEA  bonuses  should  be  rolled  into  regular  compensation. 

The  Jury  recommends  this  Performance  Measurement  implementation  schedule 

a.  The  CPO  should  implement  an  abbreviated  PM  Plan  containing  at  least  metrics 
assigned  by  the  Mayor  to  department  heads  by  31  December  2009. 

b.  The  CPO  should  fully  implement  PM  by  1  July  2010. 

Responses  are  required  from: 


The  Mayoi 

The  Controller 

Director,  Human  Resources 

Finding 

1  through  15 

1  and  10 

15 

Recommendation 

1  through  14 

8 

13. b  and  13. c 

[P.C.  933.05(a)]  requires  a  response  to  each  finding  of  either:  "agree  with  the  finding",  or 
"disagree  wholly  or  partially  with  the  finding"  with  appropriate  explanations  and  corrections. 

[F.C.  933.05(b)]  requires  a  response  to  each  recommendlattort  of  either:  "has  been 
implemented",  "will  be  implemented",  or  "will  not  implement",  with  appropriate  summaries,  times 
and  explanations. 
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San  PnntiKtra  feel  confident  inei  if, 

'r.  LAC  i  .  (  r  1  Of  J.  ukU-Z    CV  rriiVTi'j  ;<_ 

e*nerpe"icy  they  e«6  «  sate  beccuat 
si lh*  p/tver^aSve  iwm Jrej  e*S  pref- 
;-cnnc  ;  rcsponsivene»  ;f  Die  Cur 
CTvemmeni 


persona:  preperrlifcai 

comctenc*  v*h  Emeroenc>  Msnaoemcn  Acc-oauti»  Procf  am 

Ail-Hfciftfdl  Streltflic  plan  OTiptemerietor 

cfioati  srepertanes* 

*  o*  turoKi  irictiring  on*  or  more  non-Cfty  now  fins   mscwnlff  piii  spent  s 

*  o?  uroern&reec  matorvy  twidingi 
rnjt>o*t>or  pTjjects  eomptFlcc 


San  FnOCTTT  fc*S  *  wCO-ciSM 

Ketone  pobJc  education  system.  All 

g^osr.  are  nwoy  K>  leem  ana 
SJCCMd  rt  B  Uattqr  schoCC 
tr^vronxenl  and  al  ysufh  nay*  ttte 
Be  stfts  they  need  ic  successfuBy 
traniifton  to  high  sensor 


-  increased  nurrfcer  of  ne  Cty*  endors,-.  ano  acuta  c  voi*d  in  SF  pjd&e  wiws  ta*,  na.avrS  ^55  suoccr. 
and  buMftQ  a  broader  bast  of  partnerships  with  SFUSD. 

inctoatd  n^nber  of  h«n  ojafty.  cngaocd  leceners  ano  f.r.aya.'i 

Increased  numbc  of  fund*  (iaduding  local  state.  fad*-it  and  pMararropic  dottsni  *  rat  s.rt  pnwidea  to  SFUSD  tc 
improve  «u.a«T.  a3Mf,  /tmwiL 

Increased  crBdutrSor-  rate  ano  decreased  dropout  rate  through  cxpandcif  oppcrturd«s  te  students  to  keep  Inem 
enroUd  m  tchac.  and  on  track  to  graduala.  Student  are  precered  for  coJege  and  or  the  •arVAxa 

Increased  number  of  join -use  faceeu  to  butd  access  tc  schools  as  cwnnw^ruK  ind  gatiennr;  pt*ce»- 

■  qjahr  of  education,  won  at  adequate  prop/ ess,  sjandarttzeo  tea  scores,  eic.' 
Cudet!  6*e  carter  and  6vic  outcomes* 
edu:a;:ra:  and  sodaJ  Oevcjopmcr:  s-rje-jvnenr 
*  q _«  it)  of  cpporkirjly' 
putA;  pC'Sf-Bbzn  Of  Qwifiy  Of  put-=  eCucaMT' 


ruualti  and  Equal     ^^  E^Y  *  » vatic  ftr  bI  rcsatra 


M^panariay 


and  everyone  has  access  tc  decent 
pereanenf  hojsn^.  Son  ^nrts&zz 
i  Va-ivnc  erd  **■»«  economic 
mc  gjves  rise  tc  eopcrtuniiy  le- 
af who  eve  are:  not  here 


Increase  ■  decent  sale  aflcrtaCte  rxnna*«n!  rKuenp  s;o3 
Renanucaled  Unts 
Ne«  aflonfatMc  nousng  cpport>noe$ 
Fru-lm«  hc-nt  cvnersm.  opfcrun&es 
Jc*  taadiness  and  relevam  sfoa*  orrntng 
Sustorwbte  •mptaymenf  Mlh  opportunity  tor  g r a*t  ■ 
Wages  and  baneOs  in  sync  «*n  Bay  Area  cosl  of  hrinc 
Stnaf  busarest  and  enveprenwaia  oppc-unf.  e: 
SvaJacc  invesancnt  in  undenokied  communities 
increase-  in  reiei.  services  and  faatoet  (bants  suxm  schccCk  Sbrenes 
meamtze  marke;  potemo' 
Resioems  po»A/vcfy  engaged  in  convr^atty  an:  chnc  Ke 

•ovoueW  access  to  decent  housinc' 
InoM  C  ^u>  'i>  c*  H  kflfiaJ  ^"; 


uotmurety-tooseo  otQonuHitKB.  etc )  io 


-Tr*  ---£-<>■  rmniniiiiiai 


Wtrt  COliom  par  100.000  mles 

Mean  Sccre  fc»  Rtaponse  to  Cb>-  Sunry  QuesMrr  How  Sale  Do  You  feel  Crosseig  Uh  SWet? 

Percent  of  Titoa  by  Uora  Suttanacia  Modec* 

erurtaauie  Gas  Entalona  as  Peroort  of  1993  fe«fc' 


Nuraber  of  O-imes  per  100.000  Passeiyjer  eoafoeipa 

ft*aenfclp  Custcners  Camed 

tesue  Rceohtton:  %  of  Customer  Oence*m  Restfved  e«in  63  Days 

CuKowtf  SatefaOon  Score:  (/ jn,'  land  cCe-  SrVTA  »e-v.OK  | 

feavanwa  fbyaourca) 

Ceaa  eOeeawencta,  Qperabnc  Eapenae  per  Umomei  Board  r^ 

Otfct&l  cTtpicryvc  &aaseacbon  HBang 

Custamer  Seesfaction  Score  -  Transtn* 

eKotenry  r1  human  and  coeds  tra/isacrucan  sysieras  ftrarel  lime.  rpfl.  ccngestisn)" 
cost  frneWten  and  crjnvenienoe  of  rami  e»p*nen=e' 


r-.-;     •■  '      I  '  .1  V.r  .    , 


Infrastructure, 
Pfenning,  and 

rset>t*eiccTTier. 


czj*xmrrHr?  ■  ..    t, 


. 


tnsate  fha:  !iu  prct**s  frr-  tntitLr.;  »r«  rU-ctn;  ><  deve.'3or»:-n  trc:  rr*-Ktn^r.j-t  projects  ptocajedcJft  a  stately, 
irajispartn;  ano  consiaien:  canner 

!'■.■.      k  i    i .  ■   ■/  ■   hi     Id*  tbpaiK     j    s     ■    i  . 

(i     -     ■  ,.-■■■■■!■  ,■ 

■  .  ■     ■  i  ;  '  -r  r.  U-.  '■    -  ,i  ,i, 

■ 


I 


Govemrnerrjf 
fL-f.",::c:  a 


PareersaQt  by  w^r*.  adua;  r*rtr\tt*  vary  from  c^idcc^ 
^C'ccrwagc  by**Kcr  saua.  txM.ndlu>es*ary  fj-rr  n>r.^  i.^rB   *Hm?k 
=laVrc?  B|  ^t  c*y**  Gd-wfal  OW>orircr.  eonrh  -  /-voiif  of  Thrae  Fj  :     .  ■    i 
Numbtr  of  fttdtnoi  ofmetana  s^-;  signiecan!  Muttnei       ^i  1 1  .^  CJi   ,.■, 

rUCiC  ppBntOT  0' CCVi--r.-7Ti  1)  cTl.     .1  IM  I  I  V  ic     -r.' 

.        .-,   ■  I      ■        |      .      |    | 

Custpmu  aeHsteci  a  ,  i  « . .   >■■ .       .i  ■  .    .  ..i 

■    '     ■■      ■'■■■■  '    :       II  .i  ■  |i.;  pj  .,■.,   .,,    .L..;  . 

I  i  .  I    l  . ..     ■ 

l*t.-ce■>i^o',  ^loencmjrrtt  meeoj-w  n  cw-   «■.  lmim  h.:i.c<  i.  ,..., ur.:  i,  .■>,  »rjW:i  lis: 


-■fc  tmfflin  l->%  :■'  ii;r(;tl 


'  0MMM  -ncasunw  8uec©5f«-!)  t-;  ff«  Co-Ttrslrr's  OfTicr 


Csy  and  Coirtj  or*  -San  f  r^t^tsc: 

1 


Prrwn  'ij'lf.-200f 

1  i   ,  .    ■ 


Page  17  of  19 


idc  -eilormsnce  Management 


"YWIDE  DEPAI     Mb:-     SPECIFIC 


Mayor's  Pillars  _| 

®  > 

<  1 

SF  Siai  Department  Head  Efficient  w  q. 

Performance  Plane  3  3r 


Dep£ 


2 

01 


2  * 

w 


n 


33s 

-S    f 

h  ex 
onit 
pari 

mer 

for 

part 

id  p 

VI    O    *■ 

O   -i   » 

§  3  SLS' 

33  = 

■0  2  -a. 

«p  ■ 

m    3          " 

3         S 

01          0) 

a      » 

I 

f 

» 

LB 

V)  3 

< 

■ 

0 

V) 

r. 

3 

1 
a 
1 

3 

Q. 

3 

- 

O 

rt 

A 

X 

O 

S 

"0 

(t> 

T 

-«l 

0 

-t 

3 

M  , 

a 

." 

3 

V) 

0) 

0 

3 

2 

■n 

(b 

T 

&• 

Q> 

V) 

3 

E 

fi 

-1 

ft 

« 

n 

3 

0 

a 

3 

r* 

n 

0 

c 

a 

S 

0 

-1 

jp 

H 

3" 

w 

C 

< 

c  12 

ft  x 

g.  fl 

■0 

2 

2' 
&• 


a  2  3  o  i 

«3    3    £    — 


> 

o 
n 
tt> 
1/1 
1/1 


Nonprofits 

The  Good, 

The  Bad, 

The  Ugly 


2008-09  Civil  Grand  Jury  of  San  Francisco  Report 


The  Purpose  of  the  Civil  Grand  Jury 

The  Civil  Grand  Jury  is  a  government  watchdog  made  up  of  volunteers  who  serve 
for  one  year.  The  Civil  Grand  Jury  reports  with  findings  and  recommendations 
resulting  from  its  investigations.  The  investigated  agencies,  departments  or  officials 
are  required  by  the  California  Penal  Code  to  respond  publicly  within  at  most  90  days. 

The  nineteen  members  of  the  Civil  Grand  Jury  are  selected  at  random  from  a  pool  of 
thirty  prospective  jurors.  San  Francisco  residents  are  invited  to  apply. 

More  information  can  be  found  at: 

http://www.sfqov.org/site/courts  page.asp?id=3680,  or  by  contacting  the  Civil  Grand 

Jury  at  400  McAllister  Street,  Room  008,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


State  Law  Requirement 

Pursuant  to  state  law,  reports  of  the  Civil  Grand  Jury  do  not  identify  the  names  or 
provide  identifying  information  about  individuals  who  spoke  to  the  Civil  Grand  Jury. 

Departments  and  agencies  identified  in  the  report  must  respond  to  the  Presiding 
Judge  of  the  Superior  Court  within  the  number  of  days  specified,  with  a  copy  sent  to 
the  Board  of  Supervisors.  For  each  finding  of  the  Civil  Grand  Jury,  the  response 
must  either  (1)  agree  with  the  finding,  (2)  disagree  with  it,  wholly  or  partially,  and 
explain  why.  Further,  as  to  each  recommendation  made  by  the  Civil  Grand  Jury,  the 
responding  party  must  report  either  that  (1)  the  recommendation  has  been 
implemented,  with  a  summary  explanation  of  how  it  was  implemented;  (2)  the 
recommendation  has  not  been  implemented,  but  will  be  implemented  in  the  future, 
with  a  time  frame  for  the  implementation;  (3)  the  recommendation  requires  further 
analysis,  with  an  explanation  of  the  scope  of  that  analysis  and  a  time  frame  for  the 
officer  or  agency  head  to  be  prepared  to  discuss  it  (less  than  six  months  from  the 
release  of  the  report);  or  (4)  that  recommendation  will  not  be  implemented  because  it 
is  not  warranted  or  reasonable,  with  an  explanation  of  why  that  is.  (California  Penal 
Code,  sections  933,  933.05). 
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Nonprofits,  The  Good,  The  Bad,  The  Ugly 

Executive  Summary 

The  2008-09  Civil  Grand  Jury,  (the  Jury)  investigated  the  nonprofit 
grant  making  process  knowing  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
(the  City)  had  directed  nearly  $500  million  dollars  to  nonprofits  last 
year,  41%  of  the  discretionary  budget. 

The  Jury  conducted  interviews  primarily  with  the  Department  of  Public 
Health  (DPH),  Department  of  Human  Services  (HSA),  and  the 
Department  of  Children,  Youth  and  Families  (DCYF).    The  Jury 
selected  these  departments  because  they  are  the  largest  funders  of 
nonprofits  followed  by  the  Mayor's  Office. 

The  Jury  interviewed  relevant  city  departments  regarding  the 
procurement  process,  the  City  Budget  process  and  the  budget  process 
known  as  "Addbacks",  consolidation  of  grants,  joint  monitoring  of 
grants  and  the  corrective  action  process.  The  Jury's  investigation  and 
recommendations  serve  to  underline  the  importance  of  the  work  of 
previous  Civil  Grand  Juries,  the  Controller's  Office  and  various  other 
reports,  as  well  as  the  need  for  administrative  and  legislative  action. 

The  Jury's  recommendations  include: 

•  A  citywide  tracking  and  monitoring  system  for  grants  that  are 
awarded  by  all  City  departments  should  be  developed  using 
DCYF's  Contract  Management  System  (CMS)  as  a  model. 

•  Nonprofits  that  receive  money  from  the  City  should  be  required 
to  disclose  in  writing  each  time  they  meet  with  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  (BOS)  to  discuss  matters  that  may  influence 
allocation  of  funds  to  their  agencies. 

•  The  Board  of  Supervisor's  role  in  the  budget  process  should  be 
submitting  budget  proposals  and  funding  priorities  during  a 
department's  normal  budget  preparation  process,  e.g.  hearings, 
commissions  and/or  citizen  advisory  committee  meetings  rather 
than  last-minute  adjustments  through  the  add-back  process. 

•  The  Nonprofit  Review/Appellate  Panel  should  develop  a 
monitoring  and  performance  measurement  methodology  for 
health  and  human  services'  programs  provided  by  nonprofits. 

Background 

San  Francisco  looks  to  nonprofit  agencies  that  reach  deeper  into  the 
City  fabric  than  many  government  offices  to  provide  a  myriad  of 


services  to  the  public.  City  employees  do  not  do  all  City  functions.  The 
City  uses  nonprofits  because  of  their  program  effectiveness, 
comprising  cultural  competency,  expertise,  and  smaller  budgets. 
Of  San  Francisco's  discretionary  budget,  which  is  approximately  $1.2 
billion,  almost  $500  million  is  distributed  to  nonprofits  from  the  City's 
General  Fund.  The  City  also  administered  state  and  federal  grants  of 
nearly  1.1  billion  during  the  2007-2008  fiscal  year. 

In  the  course  of  this  investigation,  the  Jury  interviewed  staff  at  all 
levels,  primarily  with  the  three  departments  that  distribute  the  most 
money  to  nonprofits,  Dept  of  Public  Health  (DPH),  Human  Services 
Agency  (HSA)  and  the  Dept  of  Children  Youth  and  their  Families 
(DCYF).  The  Mayor's  Office  is  the  next  largest  funder  of  nonprofits. 

The  Jury  chose  to  review  the  entire  procurement  process  as  to  how 
grants  and  contracts  are  awarded  to  nonprofits,  what  sort  of 
efficiencies  are  evident,  whether  the  process  is  fair  to  all  parties  and 
whether  departments  are  making  best  use  of  city  money.  The  Jury 
reviewed  the  extensive  process  that  has  developed  in  the  larger 
departments,  over  many  decades  of  distributing  federal  and  state 
grants,  with  layers  of  fair  practice  rules,  required  public  input, 
competitive  bidding  and  much  more.  We  reviewed  many  studies  and 
reports  on  the  crisis  faced  by  nonprofit  organizations  during  tough 
economic  times.      In  the  course  of  the  Jury's  investigation  they 
examined  oversight  and  monitoring  practices,  as  well  as  how  the  city 
budget  process  relates  to  funding  nonprofit  agencies. 

Many  credible  studies  have  recently  made  the  same  recommendations 
that  grant  "programs"  be  consolidated  and  coordinated  across  and 
within  departments  to  reduce  administration  costs  and  minimize 
duplicate  services  or  expenses.  The  City's  per  capita  spending  on 
public  health  services  is  more  than  double  the  average  of  our  surveyed 
peer  counties  (see  Controller's  BIP  report  20091).   Spending  is  triple  in 
support  services,  in  large  part,  due  to  the  City's  ability  to  secure  grant 
and  other  federal  funding.  The  City's  per  capita  discretionary  General 
Fund  spending  is  greatest  in  supportive  housing,  homeless  services, 
and  adult  and  aging  services,  when  compared  with  our  peer  counties. 

Individual  departments  of  the  City  government  have  grown  into  multi- 
million  dollar  enterprises,  rightfully  territorial  of  the  funding  sources 
and  programs  they  have  developed  over  the  years,  and  competing 
between  themselves  for  limited  public  funds.  The  City  Charter  defines 
the  powers  of  departments  and  their  intended  independence  from 
elected  officials.  The  Jury  found  that  the  City  was  not  adequately 


utilizing  numeric  performance  management  techniques.  How  the  City 
distributes  nonprofit  grants  is  a  great  example  of  how  complicated  it 
can  be  without  numeric  tracking  of  performance  and  monies. 

The  Procurement  Process 

Procurement  is  the  action  or  process  of  acquiring  or  obtaining  materiel, 
property,  or  services,  for  example,  purchasing,  contracting,  and 
negotiating  directly  with  the  source  of  supply. 

The  procurement  process  begins  with  a  Community  Needs 
Assessments  and  considerable  public  input.    Federal,  State  and  other 
funding  agencies  require  and  participate  in  these  needs  assessments. 
Some  grants  are  on  multi-year  cycles,  but  each  year  commitments 
need  to  be  reconsidered  as  a  part  of  the  City's  annual  Budget  process. 
Contracts  are  supposed  to  be  in  place,  ready  to  sign  in  time  for  the 
July  budget. 

Individual  City  departments  have  contract  divisions  that  supervise  and 
execute  the  mandatory,  competitive  bidding  requirements  and  ensure 
all  the  special  requirements  of  the  Municipal  Code  are  incorporated 
into  the  Request  for  Proposal  (RFP)  or  Request  for  Qualifications 
(RFQ).   Department  have  their  own  special  requirements  and  they  also 
include  provisions  to  ensure  compliance  with  their  source  of  funds. 

A  Request  for  Proposal  (RFP)  is  a  formal  competitive  solicitation 
process  used  by  City  departments  to  obtain  proposals  from  potential 
providers1-    A  RFP  or  Request  For  Qualification  (RFQ)  defines  the  goals 
and  criteria  of  the  grant,  and  solicits  evidence  as  to  the  capacity  of 
applicants  and  the  nonprofit's  proposal.  Some  RFPs  take  months  to  a 
year  to  prepare  because  Federal  funding  have  many  restrictions.   Once 
the  RFP  is  issued,  potential  applicants  have  a  relatively  short  time 
frame  to  respond,  so  nonprofits  need  to  know  when  to  expect  RFPs. 

A  panel  of  "experts"  is  assembled  for  each  solicitation  and  uses  a 
numeric  ranking  system  in  evaluating  the  written  proposals.  The 
experts  are  generally  at  least  three  people  drawn  from  the  public  or 
professionals  familiar  with  the  RFP's  service  area.  Experience  is  not 
always  a  factor;  "capacity,"  is  the  primary  criterion  when  considering  a 
proposal.  Every  attempt  is  made  for  the  RFP  process  to  be  fair, 
competitive  and  transparent.  The  Departments  try  to  be  open  for 
innovative  approaches  from  local  and  or  new  organizations. 


The  upper  management  of  departments  that  solicited  the  RFPs 
ultimately  makes  the  selection  of  the  winning  grant.  Once  the 
nonprofit  agency  is  selected,  a  contract  including  a  scope  of  work  and 
deliverables  is  negotiated  between  the  department  and  the  nonprofit. 

An  appeals  process  exists  but  is  rarely  used.  The  Jury  learned  that 
nonprofit  agencies  often  turn  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  when  their 
applications  are  not  selected.  Last  minute  lobbying  by  nonprofits 
during  the  annual  Budget  hearing  process  has  proven  to  be  a  winning 
strategy  to  secure  funding  for  special  programs,  but  creates  many 
other  problems  for  the  City  (see  page  7  for  Addback  process). 

The  Department  assigns  a  Program  Manager  after  it's  signed  to 
oversee  the  contract,  both  fiscally  and  programmatically  for  each 
grant.  Periodic  site  visits  are  scheduled  to  ensure  contract  compliance. 
Agencies  with  compliance  problems  are  given  considerable  latitude  and 
technical  assistance  from  the  departments  to  correct  poor 
performance.  Many  of  the  program  officers  consider  the  nonprofit 
agencies  to  be  their  clients  and  work  to  correct  problems  and  maintain 
funding. 

Facts 

1.  City  government  has  established  a  broad  system  of  collecting 
community  input,  with  opportunities  to  provide  input  regarding 
goals  and  priorities  for  funding  of  local  discretionary  dollars. 

2.  Each  department  has  its  own  community  meetings,  sets  its  own 
priorities,  in  line  with  outside  funding  sources.   Many  have  their 
own  Commissions  and  Citizen  Advisory  Committees  that  bring 
diverse  perspectives. 

3.  The  City  "leverages"  local  money  to  obtain  more  federal  and 
state  dollars.    Many  grants  come  from  outside  funding  sources 
with  their  own  priorities  that  may  not  be  in  line  with  local  goals 
and  objectives.  Most  federal  and  state  grants  require  matching 
funds  from  the  City. 

4.  The  Controller  maintains  a  database  of  nonprofits  that  do 
business  with  the  City.  Contracts  with  nonprofits  fall  under  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Office  of  Contract  Administration,  whereas 
grants  to  nonprofits  are  not  tracked  citywide. 

5.  Only  DPH  has  authority  to  issue  Sole  Source  Waivers  from  the 
competitive  bidding  requirements  of  the  City  without  previous 
consent  of  the  City.  The  Clerk  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  has  a 
list  by  department  of  the  number  of  Sole  Source  Contracts. 


6.  A  contract  and  scope  of  work  are  negotiated  with  the  nonprofit 
after  it  has  been  selected  to  receive  a  grant 

7.  Past  experience  and  performance  on  previous  grants  are  not 
always  considered  during  the  selection  process. 

8.  DPH  has  a  billing  method  based  upon  a  Unit  of  Service 
reimbursement,  while  other  city  departments  operate  under  Line 
Item  Cost  reimbursement  of  actual  expenses  incurred. 

9.  The  lack  of  coordination  and  different  reporting  and  compliance 
procedures  for  each  department  (even  within  departments)  was 
identified  as  a  key  problem  in  the  report  of  the  Nonprofit 
Contracting  Task  Force  (2003)   because  it  adds  time  and 
overhead  to  non-profit  work.  Progress  was  later  made  to 
make  fiscal  compliance  methods  more  consistent  between 
departments. 

10.      The  Controller  expressed  concern  about  the  procurement  process 
in  the  2003  report  "Sole  Source  Contracts",  page  5. 

Findings 

1.  There  is  no  coordinated  effort  to  determine  overall  city  wide 
needs  or  strategies  for  distributing  funds  to  nonprofits,  other 
than  the  Community  Development  Block  Grant  (CDBG)  funds 
distributed  through  the  Mayor's  Office. 

2.  There  are  no  formal  qualifications  for  individuals  serving  on  the 
panels  that  rank  competitive  grant  proposals. 

3.  Unlike  contracts  there  is  no  systematic  tracking  of  grants. 

4.  The  magnitude  of  money  and  the  lack  of  tracking  and 
coordination  of  grants  provide  a  potential  for  abuse  in  the 
allocation  of  grants. 

5.  Lack  of  coordination  and  different  procedures  for  each 
department  within  and  among  departments  adds  to  time  and 
overhead  for  departments  and  nonprofits. 

6.  Billing  by  Unit  of  Service  could  allow  budgeted  costs,  which  were 
not  actually  spent,  to  be  included  in  the  invoice  charged  to  the 
City,  because  the  invoice  is  based  on  number  of  clients  served 
(at  agreed  estimate  of  cost)  not  by  the  actual  cost  of  serving 
those  clients. 


Sole  Source  Waivers  issued  are  tracked  by  number  of  waivers 
issued  to  a  department  and  not  to  whom  the  waivers  were  given 
or  for  what  purpose. 


Recommendations 


1.  The  Mayor's  Office  of  Budget  and  Policy  should  develop  and 
coordinate  a  strategy  for  utilizing  nonprofit  services. 

2.  Each  RFP  should  specify  the  qualifications  for  panel  members 
selected  to  rank  the  proposals. 

3.  The  Office  of  Contract  Administration  (OCA)  should  develop  a 
tracking  system  for  grants. 

4.  The  Nonprofit  Review/Appellate  Panel  should  develop  with  each 
Department  a  uniform  set  of  procedures  for  nonprofit  grant 
administration. 

5.  Departments  should  use  Cost  of  Reimbursement  instead  of  Units 
of  Service  as  the  method  of  payment  in  every  RFP. 

6.  A  database  of  sole  source  waivers  including  all  cost  should  be 
maintained  under  the  oversight  of  the  OCA. 


The  Procurement  Process 
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Addbacks 

As  part  of  the  City's  annual  budget  process,  the  Board  of  Supervisor's 
Budget  Analyst  recommends  to  the  Board  line- item  cuts  that  could  be 
made  in  various  departments.    Near  the  end  of  the  budget  process, 
the  Board  has  the  opportunity  to  add  back  to  the  budget  the  amount 
that  has  been  cut.  These  additions  have  become  known  as  "Addbacks". 

In  order  to  better  understand  the  Jury's  evaluation  of  the  process  of 
the  Budget: 

•  The  Mayor  issues  instructions  to  the  departments  for  their 

budgets. 
•The  departments,  after  having  decided  on  priorities  and 

evaluating  non-profits  that  best  meet  objectives,  write  a  budget. 
•The  Controller  unifies  the  departmental  budgets. 
•The  Mayor  makes  changes. 
•The  BOS  assesses  cuts  and,  in  response  to  political 

maneuvering,  ignores  the  competitive  process  for  non-profits 

and  essentially  orders  sole-source  contracts  with  the  favored 

non-profits. 

During  this  process  and  under  the  direction  of  the  Board  of 
Supervisors,  the  Budget  and  Legislative  Analysts  perform  research  and 
analysis  on  behalf  of  the  Supervisors.   While  the  hearings  are 
underway  the  Board  of  Supervisors  can  and  does  amend  the  budget. 
These  amendments  are  called  Addbacks. 


Supervisors  have  been  able  to  restore  funding  which  may  have  been 
cut,  or  add  new  funding  to  programs  favored  by  the  Supervisors  by 
reallocating  money  from  one  budget  category  to  another.   This 
Addback  process  does  not  increase  or  decrease  the  overall  dollar 


amount  of  the  budget.  Before  the  July  1st  deadline  of  the  new  budget 
year,  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  concluding  a  seven-month  process, 
approves  the  finalized  budget. 

In  the  City's  2007-08  budget,  approximately  $42  Million  was  added 
back  to  the  budget  for  nonprofit  organizations.  These  Addbacks 
frequently  occur  due  to  intense  last  minute  lobbying  by  the  nonprofit 
or  its  clients  that  reside  within  a  supervisor's  district,  without  regard  to 
the  departmental  Request  for  Proposal  (RFP)  process.  The  Supervisors 
are  overriding  a  decision  made  by  the  City  Department  in  the  course  of 
normal  business  with  no  recourse  for  that  department.   The  potential 
risk  is  that  a  nonprofit  is  included  in  the  budget  because  it  used  its 
political  clout  even  though  it  has  not  been  effective,  dropped  for  poor 
performance,  does  not  meet  the  department's  greatest  needs  or 
another  nonprofit  was  deemed  more  able  to  meet  the  grantors  criteria. 
This  sentiment  was  echoed  by  many  of  the  individuals  interviewed  and 
in  several  reports.   In  fact  the  only  positive  feedback  regarding 
Addbacks  came  from  the  nonprofit  agencies  that  are  beneficiaries  of 
the  monies  that  go  directly  to  them. 

Although  the  San  Francisco  Charter  prohibits  the  Board  from 
prescribing  or  making  suggestions  regarding  any  City  contract,  the 
Board  sometimes  specifies  organizations  to  receive  City  funds  when 
money  saved  through  line-item  cuts  is  added  back  into  the  budget. 
The  City  has  a  contracting  system  that  relies  on  and  gives  much 
responsibility  to  departments  to  select  and  monitor  contractors.  Each 
department  has  contracting  officers  that  make  front-line  decisions 
about  the  competitive  solicitation  process,  and  the  selection  of 
contracts  to  meet  the  department's  specific  needs.  This  level  of 
contracting  responsibility  rightly  belongs  with  City  departments,  not 
the  Board. 

When  the  BOS  targets  Addback  funds  for  specific  organizations,  it 
circumvents  the  City's  normal  competitive  solicitation  process  and  the 
City  loses  the  benefits  that  such  process  provides.  The  City  Attorney's 
opinion  states  that,  under  Charter  Section  2.114,  the  BOS  may  not 
direct  or  compel  a  City  officer  or  department  to  contract  with  a 
particular  person  or  organization  as  a  part  or  condition  of  an  Addback, 
but  the  Board  may  appropriate  Addbacks  to  the  various  departments 
for  general  purposes  or  for  specific  programs.  The  BOS  does  this  by 
not  naming  the  nonprofit  but  by  specifying  a  program  at  particular 
location  or  by  providing  a  particular  service.     Further,  if  the  Board 
identifies  a  particular  contractor  in  an  Addback,  a  department  may  not 
use  this  as  an  excuse  not  to  allow  other  contractors  to  compete  for  a 


contract  where  the  law  otherwise  requires  a  competitive  process.  The 
City  Attorney  affirmed  that  violations  of  the  Charter's  non-interference 
provisions  might  constitute  official  misconduct.  Although  we  now 
know  that  the  Board's  distribution  of  targeted  Addbacks  to  specific 
organizations  violates  the  Charter,  this  has  been  a  long-standing 
practice  in  the  City's  budget  process. 

During  the  Jury  investigation  several  department  heads  and  city 
officials  stated  that  the  targeted  Addback  process  has  increased  and 
become  a  problem  since  district  elections  were  again  instituted  in 
2000.  With  district  elections,  members  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  are 
more  susceptible  to  political  pressure  from  specific  district  voting 
blocks  that  may  not  represent  citywide  interests.  The  nonprofits  that 
provide  services  to  local  communities  are  able  to  marshal  constituents 
to  lobby  a  Supervisor  of  their  district  without  regard  to  the  impact  such 
lobbying  could  have  on  citywide  needs.  And,  since  Board  members 
most  often  wish  to  be  re-elected  or  have  higher  political  aspirations, 
they  respond  to  the  pressure  by  adding  money  to  the  budget 
targeting  a  particular  program  or  nonprofit.  All  of  this  is  done,  not  by 
naming  a  specific  nonprofit  or  contract,  which  is  not  permitted  under 
the  City  Charter,  but  by  increasing  the  money  to  the  department  with 
an  informal  understanding  of  where  the  additional  monies  should  be 
spent. 

The  Community  Budget  Reform  Council  (CBRC),  among  others,  in  their 
draft  report  dated  2/26/09,  recommends  that  before  funding  for  a 
nonprofit  is  added  back  to  the  budget,  it  should  go  through  a  formal 
review  process  by  the  relevant  department.  The  Jury  does  not  agree 
with  this  approach  because  of  the  cumbersome  process  of  approving 
grants.  The  Jury  agrees  with  the  Draft  Recommendations  of  the 
Budget  Reform  Council  dated  February  6th  2009,  section  I.l.a  which 
recommends  to  "Shift  the  focus  from  a  one- month  cut  and  addback 
role  in  June  to  a  four  month  collaborative  role  driven  by  values,  public 
input  and  long  term-policy  goals".  The  Addback  Process  delays, 
thwarts  or  stops  the  Budget  Process.   In  addition,  the  departmental 
review  process  initiated  by  Addbacks  can  take  months  to  complete  and 
can  sometimes  cost  more  than  the  grant  itself  in  administrative 
expenses. 

Facts 

1.  Targeted  Addbacks  continue  to  be  part  of  and  contribute  to  the 
delay  of  the  budget  process. 

2.  Targeted  Addbacks  violate  City  Charter  rules. 


3.  Targeted  Addbacks  circumvent  the  selection  of  nonprofits  by  City 
Departments. 

4.  Targeted  Addbacks  bypass  competitive  bidding. 

5.  Targeted  Addbacks  do  not  allow  weeding  out  poor  performing 
nonprofits. 

Findings 

8.  Targeted  Addbacks  to  the  city  budget  are  taking  place,  even 
though  they  are  against  Procurement  Rules:   City  Charter 
(2.114.  Non  Interference  in  Administration) 

9.  Targeted  Addbacks  are  often  a  result  of  lobbying  by  special 
interest  groups. 

10.  Targeted  Addbacks  circumvent  the  contract  process  established 
by  the  city  departments. 

11.  Targeted  Addbacks  negate  the  expertise  of  the  city  departments. 

12.  Targeted  Addbacks  do  not  follow  the  budget  amendment  process 
established  by  the  City  Charter  and  circumvent  the  regular 
competitive  solicitation  processes  that  City  departments  must 
follow,  sometimes  causing  departments  enter  sole  source 
contracts. 

13.  Targeted  Addbacks  impede  the  ability  of  city  departments  to 
hold  nonprofit  contractors  accountable  for  poor  performance. 
(Partnering  with  Nonprofits  in  Tough  Times:  Recommendations 
from  SF  Community  Based  Task  Force,  April  2009) 

14.  The  Board  of  Supervisors  has  violated  the  Charter  by  making 
direct  contracting  decisions  though  targeted  Addbacks.  Through 
this  procedure,  the  Board  of  Supervisors  has  continued  the 
longstanding  practice  of  allocating  some  City  funds  directly  to 
specific  contractors. 

Recommendations 

7.  The  practice  of  targeted  Addbacks  should  be  stopped. 

8.  The  City  Charter  (2.114.  Non-interference  in  Administration) 
should  be  enforced  to  prevent  district  supervisors  from  directing 
funds  to  specific  nonprofits  through  circuitous  means.  (For 
example,  naming  a  street  where  a  nonprofit  exists  or  specifying 
a  service  offered  only  by  a  specific  nonprofit). 

9.  The  Supervisors  can  have  a  greater  role,  in  the  process,  by 
submitting  budget  proposals  and  funding  priorities  during  a 
department's  normal  budget  preparation  process,  e.g.  hearings, 
commissions  and/or  citizen  advisory  committee  meetings  rather 
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than  last-minute  adjustments  through  the  targeted  add-back 
process. 
10.      To  comply  with  the  San  Francisco  Charter  and  encourage  the  use 
of  competitive  processes,  and  to  strengthen  the  requirements  for 
the  content  of  City  contracts,  the  Board  of  Supervisors  should  no 
longer  direct  funds  toward  specific  City  contracts  or  contractors 
through  the  targeted  addback  process  or  otherwise. 

Addbacks 
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Back  Office  Operations 

Back  office  operations  refer  to  any  non-program  functions  performed 
by  the  nonprofit,  such  as  payroll,  accounting  and  purchasing. 


Nonprofit  grants  may  require  all  or  some  of  these  non-program 
functions.  The  size  of  the  grant  and  the  number  of  functions  may 
require  only  a  part-time  staff  position  at  each  nonprofit,  some  large 
and  small. 
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If  back  office  operations  of  nonprofits  were  consolidated  by  centralizing 
payroll,  purchasing  and  accounting  for  nonprofits,  assuming 
administrative  costs  of  10%  of  the  present  $487M  in  grants  to 
nonprofits  there  would  be  a  significant  saving  to  the  City. 

Fact 

1.      Interviews  with  a  variety  of  city  officials  by  the  Civil  Grand  Jury 
and  the  report  "Partnering  with  Nonprofits  in  Tough  Times"1 
published  in  April  2009  by  the  Mayor's  Community  Based 
Organizations  Task  Force  support  the  idea  of  the  consolidation  of 
back-office  operations. 

Finding 

15.      Consolidation  of  backroom  operations  would  save  the  City 
money. 


Recommendation 

11.      A  Consolidated  Backroom  Unit  should  be  set  up  with  the  Office  of 
Contract  Administration  (OCA)  to  provide  back-office  operations 
for  nonprofits. 

Back  Office  Operations 
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Monitoring  and  Performance  Measurement 

The  Jury  investigated  the  monitoring  and  performance  measurement 
of  nonprofits,  both  fiscally  and  programmatically.   It  is  crucial  that  city 
residents'  taxes  and  fees  are  being  spent  both  efficiently  (fiscally 
sound)  and  effectively  (programmatically  meeting  service  goals). 

Fiscal  Monitoring 

The  Jury  chronology  of  fiscal  monitoring  began  with  a  report  by  the 
2000-2001  Civil  Grand  Jury.  It  found  that  the  contract  systems  at  the 
time  were  too  decentralized  and  placed  heavy  administrative  burdens 
on  nonprofit  organizations,  often  to  the  detriment  of  services  to  the 
City's  residents.1  In  October  2001,  the  City  Nonprofit  Contracting  Task 
Force  was  created  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  in  response  to  the 
request  by  the  SF  Human  Services  Network,  a  coalition  of  health  and 
human  services  nonprofits  serving  the  City,  to  address  the  issues 
raised  in  the  2000-01  report. 

In  September  2002,  the  Task  Force  submitted  its  report  to  the  Board 
of  Supervisors.   Its  recommendations  focused  on  improving 
contracting  procedures  for  nonprofit  human  and  health  services.  The 
Board  of  Supervisors  approved  the  Task  Force's  recommendation  that 
it  be  extended  until  June  30,  2003  to  provide  time  to  develop  an 
implementation  plan  for  the  recommendations. 

The  following  are  two  of  the  Task  Force's  recommendations  (See 
Appendix  A)  and  the  ensuing  results: 

•  To  create  a  review/appellate  process  to  implement  and  oversee 
substantive  changes  in  standardized  requirements. 

o  The  Nonprofit  Review/Appellate  Panel  consisting  of  City 
departments  and  representatives  from  nonprofit 
organizations  was  created  to  oversee  the  implementation 
of  the  Task  Force  milestones. 

o  By  November  2006,  29  out  of  41  established  milestones 
were  completed  with  8  in  process  (See  Appendix  A). 

•  To  consolidate  contracts,  where  appropriate,  across  or  within 

departments. 

o    The  Interdepartmental  Working  Group  consisting  of 
representatives  from  the  DPHP,  HSA,  DCYF  and  the 
Mayor's  Office  of  Community  Development  drafted  best 
practices  for  the  consolidation  of  grant  agreements  both 
internally  and  across  departments.  Their  best  practices 
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recommendations  were  submitted  to  the  Review/Appellate 
Panel. 

o  In  September  2007  a  letter  (See  Appendix  B)  was  issued  to 
other  non-participating  City  departments  urging 
implementation  of  these  procedures;  to  do  fiscal 
monitoring  of  programs  jointly  when  a  nonprofit  is 
receiving  grants  from  more  than  one  City  department. 
Such  action  has  been  a  good  start  toward  needed  reform 
in  contracts  with  nonprofits. 

o  There  appears  to  be  a  spotty  response  to  this 

recommendation  for  consolidation  according  to  those  city 
department  and  nonprofit  staff  interviewed  by  the  Jury. 

Many  of  the  City  department  staff  who  were  interviewed  spoke  highly 
of  DCYF's  computer-based  Contract  Management  System  (CMS)  and 
stated  that,  when  joint  monitoring  is  needed  for  a  nonprofit  also 
receiving  funds  from  DCFY,  they  rely  on  the  CMS. 

In  addition  to  questions  related  to  grant  goals  and  objectives,  the 
monthly  CMS  report  tracks  the  following  fiscal  information:  payment  of 
staff,  line  item  expenses,  year  to  date  expenses  and  the  balance  on 
line  items  (See  Appendix  C)  This  system  enables  DCYF  to  monitor 
fiscal  matters  on  a  monthly  basis  and  to  identify  problems  early  and  as 
they  develop  in  the  management  of  the  funds  related  to  the  grants. 

Facts 


1.  The  Board  of  Supervisors  responded  positively  to  the 
recommendations  of  the  2000-2001  Civil  Grand  Jury  by 
establishing  the  City  Nonprofit  Task  Force. 

2.  The  City  Nonprofit  Task  Force's  recommendations  were  accepted 
by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  with  the  establishment  of  the 
Nonprofit  Review/Appellate  Panel. 

3.  Seventy  percent  of  milestones  of  the  Nonprofit  Review/Appellate 
Panel  were  completed  and  19.5%  were  in  progress  by  November 
2006. 

4.  Documentation  of  contract  consolidation  among  departments  is 
not  apparent. 

5.  Joint  monitoring  by  the  Controller's  Office  is  limited  to  the  fiscal 
portion  of  the  grant  and  compliance  monitoring. 
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6.  Multiple  nonprofits  receive  multiple  grants  or  contracts  with  and 
among  multiple  City  departments.  (See  Appendix  D) 

7.  In  response  to  the  Nonprofit  Contracting  Task  Force 
recommendation  a  letter  from  the  Mayor  was  sent  to 
departments  not  participating  in  joint  monitoring  recommending 
they  comply  with  the  findings. 

8.  Program  managers  using  the  web  interface  of  DCYF's  CMS 
system  can  identify  fiscal  problems  on  a  monthly  basis. 

Findings 

16.  The  monitoring/oversight  of  the  fiscal  component  of 
contract/grants  between  the  City  departments  and  nonprofits 
has  improved  since  the  2000-01  recommendations  identified  the 
problems. 

17.  The  City  Nonprofit  Task  Force  focused  on  the  fiscal  monitoring  of 
the  contracts/grants  between  the  City  departments  and 
nonprofits.  Joint  monitoring  of  nonprofits  in  fiscal  matters  is 
efficient  for  both  the  City  departments  and  the  nonprofits  in  that 
staff  time  utilized  is  reduced. 

18.  The  Office  of  Contract  Administration  does  not  track  grants  made 
to  nonprofit  organization. 

19.  DCYF's  CMS  is  admired  by  other  departments  and  could  be 
incorporated  into  their  monitoring  of  nonprofits. 

Recommendations 

12.  The  Office  of  Contract  Administration  should  be  given  the  task  of 
tracking  the  compliance  rate  on  nonprofit  grant  consolidation 
across  all  City  departments. 

13.  The  Nonprofit  Review/Appellate  Panel  should  be  given  the 
directive  to  study  the  compliance  rate  on  joint  monitoring  within 
and  among  all  City  departments  and  to  make  recommendations 
to  bring  compliance  to  100%. 

14.  The  City  should  develop  a  comprehensive  software  system 
(modeled  on  DCYF's  CMS)  that  can  monitor  and  track  all  grants 
and  contracts  citywide.   At  a  minimum,  the  system  should 
contain  three  functions:  fiscal  tracking,  program  tracking  and 
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performance  metric  tracking.  Fiscal  tracking  and  program 
tracking  should  be  administered  by  departments  but  accessible 
citywide.    Metric  tracking  should  be  the  function  of  the  Mayor's 
Office. 

Program  Monitoring 

"For  most  stakeholders  in  the  nonprofit  sector,  measuring  performance 
is  elusive.  ...there  is  increasing  pressure  on  nonprofits  to  account  for 
and  improve  results.  "2 

Much  attention  has  been  given  by  the  City  to  fiscal  management  since 
the  2000-01  Civil  Grand  Jury  Report.  The  current  Jury  decided  it  was 
as  important  to  investigate  what  monitoring  and  evaluation 
(performance  measurement)  were  being  done  on  the  service  goals  and 
objectives  of  each  grant  given  out  by  the  City  departments  to  nonprofit 
organizations.   If  money  is  being  given  out  for  human  and  health 
services,  taxpayers,  as  well  as  recipients  of  the  services,  should  be 
able  to  evaluate  whether  the  monies  are  being  spent  on  effective 
programs. 

DCYF  again  appears  to  be  the  City  department  that  is  most  effective  in 
monitoring  the  programs  on  which  it  is  spending  monies.  The  Contract 
Management  System  (CMS),  which  is  completed  monthly  by  each 
nonprofit,  tracks  the  following  items:  activities  that  took  place,  any 
organizational  changes,  progress  related  to  communication,  strategies 
and  accessibility  goals  and  the  number  of  "clients"  served  and  their 
demographics  (Appendix  C). 

In  addition,  DCYF  has  each  nonprofit  complete  a  yearly  self 
assessment  "Minimum  Program  Compliance  Standards."  The  Out-of- 
School  Time  Minimum  Program  Compliance  Standards  describe  what 
DCYF  wants  children,  youth  and  families  to  experience  in  a  program: 
safety,  relationship  building,  youth  participation,  community 
involvement,  skill  building  and  special  needs  inclusion  with  8  standards 
and  16  indicators.   All  nonprofits  evaluate  themselves  in  how  each 
indicator  is  met  by  their  programs.   In  addition,  they  can  add  how  they 
are  meeting  a  standard  that  is  not  captured  by  an  indicator  (Appendix 
E).    Five  sets  of  minimum  standards  were  developed  through 
partnership  with  an  advisory  group  of  funded  agencies.   Agencies 
represented  five  groups  of  nonprofits  within  clusters  of  nonprofits 
providing  early  childhood  education,  family  support,  health  and 
wellness,  youth  workforce  development  and  out  of  school  time.  Once 
nonprofits  submit  their  self-assessment,  their  responses  are  reviewed 
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by  their  Program  Officer,  discussed  at  a  site  visit,  and  if,  necessary,  a 
plan  is  created  to  meet  the  standards  not  achieved. 

These  two  monitoring  and  evaluation  systems,  CMS  and  Minimum 
Program  Compliance  Standards,  produce  the  greater  likelihood  that 
comparing  nonprofits  can  take  place.  The  Department  of  Public  Health 
Community  Behavioral  Health  Services  has  the  Community  Program 
Corrective  Action  Policy  and  Procedure  which  is  triggered  when  a 
nonprofit's  standardized  monitoring  scores  are  lower  than  three  in  any 
monitoring  category.   (This  process  is  done  for  nonprofit  issues  that 
are  not  related  to  the  Controller's  Citywide  Fiscal  and  Compliance 
Monitoring.)  The  tracking  report  covers  governance  and  operations, 
both  fiscally  and  programmatically.  It  does  not  contain  standards  by 
which  all  nonprofits  providing  similar  services  are  evaluated.  The 
report  is  created  by  first  identifying  the  problem  areas  of  a  specific 
nonprofit. 

The  Urban  Institute  and  The  Center  for  What  Works  jointly  issued  a 
paper  in  December  2006,  "The  Nonprofit  Taxonomy  of  Outcomes: 
Creating  a  Common  Language  for  the  Sector".   It  provides  a  resource 
for  identifying  quality  indicators  to  assist  nonprofits  in  developing 
outcome  indicators  and  collecting  outcome  data.3 

Basic  criteria  for  quality  indicators  were  identified  as: 

•  Specific:  unique,  unambiguous 

•  Observable:  achievable,  practical,  cost  effective  to  collect, 
measurable 

•  Understandable:  comprehensible 

•  Relevant:  measure  important  dimension,  valid,  appropriate, 
related  to  program,  of  significance,  predictive,  timely 

•  Time  bound 

•  Reliable:  accurate,  unbiased,  consistent,  verifiable 

Too  often  quality  indicators  measure  information  (proxy)  but  not 
behavior  change  (outcome).   "  For  example,  while  tracking  the  extent 
to  which  avoidance  of  a  certain  kind  of  behavior  has  occurred  can  be 
difficult,  a  client  can  be  tested  about  the  client's  level  of  knowledge 
about  why  someone  should  avoid  that  behavior.    However,  the  degree 
to  which  increased  knowledge  leads  to  the  desired  change  in  behavior 
needs  to  be  known  before  this  increased  knowledge  can  be  deemed  a 
"good"  indicator  of  the  desired  change  in  behavior.    Without 
documentation  that  when  knowledge  increases,  a  behavioral  change 
follows,  a  proxy  may  not  be  a  useful  and  appropriate  indicator  of  the 
outcome."4 
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Following  the  department's  collection  of  outcomes  and  indicators  for 
14  different  program  areas,  ranging  from  adult  education  and  family 
literacy  to  prisoner  re-entry,  the  taxonomy  was  developed5   The  Jury 
read  the  Office  of  Controller's  report  City  Performance  Measurement 
System  that  identifies  performance  measures  that  each  City 
department  develops  each  year  to  evaluate  its  own  performance.  The 
report  found  that  not  one  of  the  departments  distributing  grants  to 
nonprofits  was  measuring  its  own  performance  in  relationship  to 
nonprofits. 

Facts 

1.  DCYF  has  CMS  that  permits  monitoring  of  nonprofit  activities  on 
a  monthly  basis,  tracking  progress  towards  goals  and  objectives. 

2.  DCYF  has  developed  the  Minimum  Program  Compliance 
Standards  that  enables  it  to  evaluate  nonprofits  using  common 
indicators. 

3.  Program  monitoring  and  performance  measurement  is  being 
done  in  other  City  departments. 

4.  No  monitoring  and  performance  measurement  systems  are  in 
use  citywide. 

5.  A  taxonomy  system  has  been  developed  to  monitor  and  evaluate 
nonprofits. 

Findings 

20.  There  are  few  performance  measurement  systems  being  used  by 
City  departments  to  monitor  and  evaluate  nonprofits'  goals  and 
objectives. 

21.  DCYF  has  a  system  that  tracks  program  goals  and  objectives  on 
a  monthly  basis. 

22.  Systems  have  been  developed  that  enable  nonprofit  performance 
to  be  evaluated  using  common  outcome  indicators. 

Recommendations 

15.      The  Board  of  Supervisors  should  give  the  Nonprofit 
Review/Appellate  Panel  responsibility  for  developing  a 
monitoring  and  performance  measurement  system  based  on  a 
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taxonomy  of  nonprofit  outcomes  for  human  and  health  services' 
programs  provided  by  nonprofits  and  their  indicators  as 
developed  by  the  Urban  Institute/The  Center  for  What  Works  or 
a  similar  system. 

16.      The  City  should  develop  a  comprehensive  software  system 

(modeled  on  DCYF's  CMS)  that  can  monitor  and  track  all  grants 
and  contracts  citywide.  At  a  minimum,  the  system  should 
contain  three  functions:  fiscal  tracking,  program  tracking  and 
performance  metric  tracking.  Fiscal  tracking  and  program 
tracking  should  be  administered  by  departments  but  accessible 
citywide.   Metric  tracking  should  be  a  function  of  the  Office  of  the 
Mayor. 

Monitoring  and  Performance  Measurement 
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Endnotes 
Background 

1,  Office  of  the  Controller,  "Budget  Improvement  Project  Report", 
Marchr2009: http://www.sfQOv.org/site/uploadedfiles/controller/BIP  Re 
port  3-16-09   FINAL.pdf 

Procurement  Process 

1.   A  Request  for  Proposal  (RFP)  is  a  formal  competitive  solicitation 
process  used  by  City  departments  to  obtain  proposals  from  potential 
vendors  or  providers  of  needed  services  and  to  make  a  selection  of  a 
provider.  Once  the  service  provider  is  selected  a  contact  price  and 
Scope  of  Work  is  negotiated.  The  RFP  or  RFQ  defines  and  outlines  the 
goals  and  criteria  of  the  grant  and  solicits  evidence  as  to  the  capacity 
of  applicants  and  the  proposals  themselves. 

Addbacks 

1.   Office  of  the  Controller,  Sole  Source  Contracts,  April  2003 

Back  Office  Operations 

1.   Community  Based  Organizations  Task  Force,  Partnering  with 
Nonprofits  in  Tough  Times",  April  2009 

http://www.sfqov.ora/site/uploadedfiles/mavor/PolicyFinance/CBO  Ta 
sk  Force  Report.pdf 

Monitoring  and  Performance  Measurement 

1.  2000-01  San  Francisco  Civil  Grand  Jury  Report/'Nonprofit 
Contracting",   http://www.sfqov.org/site/courts  paoe.asp?id=3726 

2.  "Building  a  Common  Outcome  Framework  To  Measure  Nonprofit 
Performance":  http://www.urban.org/publications/411404.html 

3."  The  Nonprofit  Taxonomy  of  Outcomes:  Creating  a  Common 
Language  for  the  Sector": 

http://www.urban.org/center/met/proiects/upload/taxonomy  of  outco 
mes.pdf 

4.  See  Endnote  2 

5.  See  Endnote  3 
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Appendix  A 


Attachment  A 
11/03/06 

MILESTONES  FOR  CITY  NONPROFIT  CONTRACTING  TASK  FORCE'S 

RECOMMENDATIONS 


CONSOLIDATE  CONTRACTS,  WHERE  APPROPRIATE,  ACROSS  OR  WITHIN 
DEPARTMENTS  (CONSOLIDATE  CONTRACTS) 
Milestone:  May  2006 

V  •     HSA/Aging,  DPH,  DCYF,  MOCD  ("Interdepartmental  Working  Group")  will  report 

on  the  number  of  contracts  consolidated  to  date  within  department  and  across 

departments.  (Completed) 
S  •     Identify  additional  consolidations  that  are  appropriate.  (This  item  is  separated  from 

the  above  bullet  point  for  this  report.)  (In  Process) 
•/  Milestone:  Summer  2006  (Completed) 

•  DPH  will  provide  separate  timelines  report  for  consolidation  within  department,  and 
across  divisions. 

•  Milestone:  TBD  by  Interdepartmental  Working  Group  (Completed) 

•  Interdepartmental  Working  Group  will  begin  meeting  to  evaluate  departments' 
procedures  to  consolidate  contracts  and  begin  to  draft  a  best  practice  model. 

/  Milestone:  September  2006  (In  Process) 

•  The  Review/Appellate  Panel  will  evaluate  draft  best  practice  model  and  consider 
nonprofit  feedback. 

V  Milestone:  April  2006  (In  Process) 

•  Mayor's  Office  and  OCA  will  send  letter  to  nonprofit  contracting  departments  that  did 
not  participate  in  the  City  Nonprofit  Contracting  Task  Force,  notifying  these 
departments  of  the  efforts  to  streamline  the  contracting  process  and  encouraging  them 
to  adopt  recommendations  put  forth  by  the  Nonprofit  Review/ Appellate  Panel.  These 
departments  include  Sheriff,  Juvenile  Probation,  Mayor's  Criminal  Justice  Council, 
Mayor's  Office  of  Housing,  Department  on  the  Status  of  Women, 

•  •    OCA  will  send  e-mail  to  nonprofits  requesting  nonprofits  to  (1)  provide  view  point  on 

City's  efforts  to  consolidate  contracts  across  and  within  departments,  (2)  give  specific 
examples  of  late  certification,  (3)  give  specific  examples  of  unnecessary  requirements, 
and  (4)  give  examples  of  what  the  City  is  doing  right  to  streamline  the  contracting 
process.  (Completed) 
•/  Milestone:  Fall  2006  (Completed) 

•  HSN  will  review  with  contractors  and  report  back  to  the  Review/Appellate  Panel  on 
evaluation  of  progress  for  the  next  report  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 
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2.  DEVELOP  MENTODS  TO  STREAMLINE  CONTRACT  APPROVALS  AND 
INCREASE  AUTOMATION  (STREAMLINE  CONTRACT  APPROVALS) 

■/  Milestone:  February  2006  (Completed) 

•  OCA  will  widely  distribute  an  e-mail  update  to  nonprofits  and  City's  contracting  staff 
regarding  the  use  of  DPH's  contracts  online  system  (COOL)  as  a  central  data 
repository  for  shared  nonprofit  related  documents.  Only  DPH,  DCYF,  HSA  and 
Controller's  Office  staff  have  access  to  this  system  at  this  time.  A  standard  list  of 
compliance  documents  and  monitoring  documents  will  be  posted  for  shared  use 
among  departments  for  their  nonprofit  contractors.  Additionally,  the  City's  Risk 
Manager  established  guidelines  and  procedures  to  allow  non-profits  to  obtain  a 
blanket  insurance  certificate  from  the  non-profits  insurance  underwriter  to  indemnify 
the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  as  additionally  insured. 

■S •     DTIS  and  OCA  will  present  a  cost/benefits  analysis  exploring  the  options  for 
providing  an  enterprise-wide  contract  management  system  and/or  contract 
development  system,  similar  in  concept  to  the  DPH's  COOL  System.  (In  Process) 
Milestone:  February /March  2006  (Completed) 

V  •     DTIS  and  OCA  will  present  a  budget  proposal  to  Mayor's  Office  and  Board  of 

Supervisors  for  a  citywide  central  data  repository.  The  next  milestone  will  depend  on 
the  political  process.  (Completed) 

•  OCA  will  develop  additional  milestones  after  the  FY  06-07  budget  process.  (This 
item  is  separated  from  the  above  bullet  point  for  this  report.) 

•  Milestone:  April  2006  (Completed) 

•  Controller  will  revise  existing  policies  and  procedures  for  electronic  signatures  to 
permit  online  submissions  and  approvals  of  required  documents. 

■S  Milestone:  June  2006  (Completed) 

•  DPH/HSA  will  facilitate  refresher  training  for  City  staff  regarding  COOL's  central 
data  repository  functions,  and  OCA  will  send  an  e-mail  reminder  to  all  nonprofit 
contractors  to  submit  information  electronically. 

•S  Milestone:  Summer  2006  (Completed) 

•  Controller  will  explore  the  feasibility  of  electronic  fund  transfers  to  facilitate 
payments  directly  to  contractors'  bank  accounts. 

•/  Milestone:  To  Be  Determined  (Completed) 

•  The  Controller's  Office  will  facilitate  a  training  of  health  and  human  service 
contracting  staff  regarding  new  and  existing  insurance  procedures. 

•  Individual  departments  will  develop  their  own  systems  for  on-line  submissions  and 
approvals. 

/  Milestone:  Fall,  2006  (Completed) 

•  HSN  will  review  with  contractors  and  report  back  to  the  Review/ Appellate  Panel  on 
evaluation  of  progress  for  the  next  report  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 

3.  DEVELOP  AND  PROCESS  CONTRACT  DOCUMENTS  EARLY  IN  THE  CYCLE 
TO  ASSURE  TIMELY  PAYMENT  (TIMELY  PAYMENT) 

Milestone:  May  2006 

S  •     Nonprofits  and  HSN  will  submit  Review/ Appellate  Panel  documented  examples  of 
late  certification  and  late  payments  by  City  departments.  (Completed) 
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•  The  Review/ Appellate  Panel  will  begin  to  invite  other  City  administrative/regulatory 
agencies  (HRC,  Risk  Management,  Civil  Service  Commission,  etc.)  to  develop 
policies  to  streamline  and  facilitate  timely  contract  certification  or  create  exceptions 
for  human  services  providers. 

V  •     The  Review/ Appellate  Panel  will  convene  a  working  group  to  review  nonprofit 

reports  and  samples  of  nonprofit  contracts  to  identify  problems  with  late  certification 
and  payment.  (Completed) 
Milestone:  Fall  2006  (In  Process) 

•  The  Review/Appellate  Panel  will  review  recommendations  and  procedures  to 
streamline  contracts  certification  payments. 

4.  CREATE  A  REVIEW/APPELLATE  PROCESS  TO  IMPLEMENT  AND  OVERSEE 

SUBSTANTIVE  CHANGES  TO  STANDARDIZATION  (REVIEW/APPELLATE 
PROCESS) 
•S  Completed  in  January  2005:  (Completed) 

•  OCA  created  the  Review/ Appellate  Panel  with  City  and  nonprofit  representation  in 
January  2005.  In  its  oversight  role,  the  Panel  has  made  a  tremendous  difference  in 
ensuring  that  City  departments  continue  to  move  forward  with  implementation  and  to 
communicate  across  departments  to  share  ideas  and  standardize  processes.  This  task 
has  been  completed  and  is  ongoing,  with  some  departments  responding  quickly  and 
some  not. 

•/  Completed  in  Summer  2005:  (Completed) 

•  Health  and  human  services  departments  completed  draft  formal  grievance  procedures. 
S  Milestone:  April  2006  (Completed) 

•  HSN  will  review  health  and  human  services  draft  formal  grievance  procedures. 

•  The  Review/ Appellate  Panel  will  review  all  drafts  and  proposals  for  a  formal 
grievance  procedure. 

•  The  Review/ Appellate  Panel  will  approve  model  grievance  procedures. 
y  Milestone*  May  2006  (Completed) 

•  OCA  will  work  with  City  Attorney  to  determine  appropriate  place  for  model 
grievance  procedure.  Upon  determining  the  final  procedures,  OCA  will  post  the 
document  on  the  Intranet  web  site  at  http://intranet/  under  Forms  Center,  with  a 
strong  recommendation  that  all  departments  use  the  model  grievance  procedures. 

S  Milestone:  June  2006  (Completed) 

•  OCA  will  e-mail  update  on  new  grievance  procedures  to  nonprofits. 
/  Milestone:  Fall,  2006  (Completed) 

•  HSN  will  review  with  contractors  and  report  back  to  the  Review/ Appellate  Panel  on 
evaluation  of  progress  for  the  next  report  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 

5.  ELIMINATE  UNNECESSARY  REQUIREMENTS  IMPOSED  ON  CONTRACTORS 
(ELIMINATE  UNNECESSARY  REQUIREMENTS) 

V  Milestone:  March  2006  (Completed) 

•  Departments  will  report  to  Review/Appellate  Panel  its  plan  to  meet  with  contractors 
to  discuss  and  identify  requirements  that  may  be  unnecessary.  This  will  occur  upon 
contract  renewal. 
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•  Milestone:  April  2006  (Completed) 

•  OCA  will  send  e-mail  to  nonprofits  requesting  nonprofits  to  (1)  provide  view  point 
on  City's  efforts  to  consolidate  contracts  across  and  within  departments,  (2)  give 
specific  examples  of  late  certification,  (3)  give  specific  examples  of  unnecessary 
requirements,  and  (4)  give  examples  of  what  the  City  is  doing  right  to  streamline  the 
contracting  process. 

Milestone:  Spring  2006 

•  Mayor  will  send  letter  to  nonprofit  contracting  Commissions  requesting  that  they 
assist  the  Task  Force  objective  to  eliminate  unnecessary  requirements  imposed  on 
contractors. 

f  Milestone:  Summer  2006  (Completed) 

•  Departments  will  develop  and  submit  a  plan  to  the  Review/ Appellate  Panel  to 
eliminate  requirements  that  may  be  unnecessary. 

•  Milestone:  Fall  2006  (Completed) 

•  HSN  will  review  with  contractors  and  report  back  to  the  Review/ Appellate  Panel  on 
evaluation  of  progress  for  the  next  report  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 

6.  DEVELOP  METHODS  TO  FACILITATE  ELECTRONIC  PROCESSING  OF 
CONTRACTS  AND  PAYMENTS  (ELECTRONIC  PROCESSING) 

•  The  tasks  and  milestones  for  achieving  Recommendation  #6  is  the  same  for 
Recommendation  #2. 

7.  CREATE  STANDARDIZED  AND  SIMPLIFIED  CONTRACT  FORMS 
(STANDARDIZED  AND  SIMPLIFIED  FORMS) 

■/Milestone:  TBD  by  Interdepartmental  Working  Group  (In  Process) 

•  Interdepartmental  Working  Group  will  meet  to  begin  evaluating  standardized  forms 
(scope  of  work,  budget,  invoice,  monitoring  reports),  and  begin  drafting  best  practice 
models  to  be  distributed  to  other  City  departments  and  posted  on  OCA's  website. 

•  The  Interdepartmental  Working  Group  will  develop  contract  format  and  forms  for 
outcome  driven  services  that  define:  (1)  language  and  service  definitions;  (2) 
monitoring  protocols;  and  (3)  reporting  requirements  (recommendation  #10). 

V  Milestone:  Fall  2006  (In  Process) 

•  The  Review/ Appellate  Panel  will  review  the  progress  of  implementing  standardized 
forms  (or  development  of  alternative  standardized  forms)  by  other  City  departments. 

/  Milestone:  September  2006  (In  Process) 

•  The  Review/ Appellate  Panel  will  evaluate  draft  best  practice  model  and  consider 
nonprofit  feedback.  (Done,  but  need  NP  feedback.) 

S  Milestone:  To  Be  Determined:  (In  Process) 

•  The  Interdepartmental  Working  Group  will  develop  form  for  contractors  to  provide 
feedback  on  definitions  and  monitoring  of  outcome  driven  services  (recommendation 
#10). 

/  8.    ESTABLISH  ACCOUNTING  STANDARDS  FOR  NONPROFITS  CONTRACTORS 
(ACCOUNTING  STANDARDS)  -  Completed 

The  Controller's  Office  has  published  and  disseminated  a  Finance  Guide  for  Nonprofits 
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in  November  of  2004  and  provided  two  training  sessions  on  the  Finance  Guide  for 
approximately  70  nonprofit  contractors  in  April  2005.  In  June  of  2005,  the  Controller's 
Office  coordinated  another  training  session  on  cost  allocation  procedures,  which  was 
attended  by  over  1 00  nonprofits.  As  a  follow  up  to  this  training,  and  to  further  clarify  the 
City's  expectations  regarding  cost  allocation  practices,  the  Controller's  Office  has 
developed  written  cost  allocation  guidelines  for  nonprofits  contracting  with  the  City.  The 
Cost  Allocation  Guidelines,  the  Finance  Guide  and  all  related  materials  from  these 
trainings  are  available  online  at  www.sfgov/controller  (see  Resources  for  Nonprofits). 

9.  COORDINATE  JOINT  PROGRAM  MONITORING  (JOINT  PROGRAM 
MONITORING) 
S  Completed  in  September  2005  (Completed) 

•  Since  September  2005,  the  Controller's  Office  has  been  facilitating  monthly  working 
group  meetings  with  representatives  from  DCYF,  DPH  and  HSA  to  discuss 
monitoring  results  and  refine  standard  monitoring  procedures.  This  process  is 
ongoing. 

Milestone:  June  2006 
y  •     Sixty-seven  organizations  with  multiple  contracts  across  DCYF,  DPH  and  HSA  will 
undergo  a  standard  fiscal  and  compliance  monitoring  by  June  30,  2006.  (Completed) 

•  A  similar  or  greater  number  of  contractors  will  experience  this  standard  monitoring  in 
FY  06-07  with  expanded  participation  from  other  City  departments  who  were  not 
participating  in  the  efforts  this  fiscal  year.  (This  item  is  separated  from  the  above 
bullet  point  for  this  report.) 

Milestone:  FY  06-07 

S  •     The  Controller's  Office  will  transition  the  leadership/facilitation  of  the  monthly 
working  group  meetings  to  the  departments  during  FY  06-07.  (In  Process) 

S  •     HSN  will  assist  to  provide  feedback  to  the  Review/Appellate  Panel  from  the 

contractors'  perspective,  on  the  experience  and  efficacy  of  the  shared  monitoring 
process.  (Completed) 

S  •     Coordinated  monitoring  will  be  further  enhanced  by  a  shared  master  calendar  and 
shared  access  to  monitoring  forms  and  reports  on  COOL.  (Completed  and  On- 
going) 

Sk     Departments  will  prove  timely  written  notice  of  at  least  14  days  prior  to  the 

monitoring  visit  date  as  well  as  a  timely  written  report  back  on  the  results  of  the 
monitoring  visit  back  to  the  contractor  within  30  days,  if  possible,  but  not  beyond  90 
days.  If  the  program  report  is  not  completed  within  30  days,  then  the  department 
conducting  the  monitoring  will  issue  a  notice  indicating  that  the  program  report  was 
not  completed  as  scheduled.  (Completed,  developed  new  timelines  and 
procedures) 
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10.  DEVELOP  STANDARD  MONITORING  PROTOCOLS,  LANGUAGE  AND 
DEFINITIONS  TO  CLEARLY  DEFINE  CONTRACT  REQUIREMENTS 
(STANDARD  MONITORING  PROTOCOLS) 

V  Milestone:  FY  06-07  (In  Process) 

•  Upon  renewal,  each  contract  will  be  revised  to  include  clear  language  and  service 
definitions,  clearly  defined  monitoring  protocols  (specifically  what  will  be  monitored 
and  when),  and  clearly  specified  reporting  requirements. 

The  above  will  be  contained  in  the  scope  of  services  document  and  will  be  mutually 
agreed  upon  by  both  the  funding  agency  and  the  service  provider.  During  the  period 
following  the  renewal  (fiscal  year)  the  above  revisions  will  be  analyzed  to  develop 
outcome  driven  services  to  be  implemented  in  subsequent  renewals  or  RFPs.  The 
lengthy  service  objectives  narratives  currently  contained  in  many  scopes  of  services 
shall  be  streamlined  to  contain  the  mutually  agreed  upon  outcomes  and  methodology 
for  measuring  progress  towards  meeting  those  outcomes. 

Protocols  for  standard  fiscal  &  compliance  monitoring  were  completed  and  are  being 
used  with  multi-departmental  contractors  in  FY  05-06;  ongoing  efforts  are  focused  on 
program  monitoring  protocols. 

The  contract  renewal/negotiation  process  should  allow  departments  and  contractors  to 
determine  what  will  be  monitored  and  how.  Departments  should  focus  monitoring  on 
what  is  specifically  agreed  to  in  the  contract,  and  will  adopt  findings  of  Federal  or 
State  monitoring,  when  appropriate. 

11.  PROVIDE  TRAINING  FOR  PERSONNEL  WHO  MONITOR  CONTRACTS  TO 
ENSURE  ADEQUATE  KNOWLEDGE  AND  UNDERSTANDING  OF  PROGRAMS, 
SERVICES  AND  MUTUALLY  AGREED  UPON  PROTOCOLS  (TRAINING  FOR 
PERSONNEL) 

V  Milestone:  June  2006  (Completed) 

•  The  Controller's  Office,  in  collaboration  with  the  monitoring  working  group,  will 
conduct  a  year-end  survey  of  the  67  multi-departmental  contractors  to  get  their 
feedback  on  their  fiscal,  compliance  and  program  monitoring  experience  in  FY  05-06. 
Findings  from  this  survey  will  inform  future  trainings  for  City  staff  and/or 

contractors. 
•/  Milestone:  FY  06-07  (In  Process) 

•  Upon  implementation  of  recommendation  #10  (standard  monitoring  protocols)  and 
results  from  surveys,  Agency  staff  that  perform  monitoring  activities  will  be 
instructed  and  trained  at  the  department  level  during  the  first  quarter  of  FY  06-07  to 
insure  understanding  of  monitoring  roles  under  the  revised  scopes  of  services. 

Milestone:  To  Be  Determined 

•  Departments  will  adopt  Controller's  year-end  survey  of  67  multi-departmental 
contractors  on  the  three  areas  of  monitoring  (Fiscal,  Compliance,  and  Program)  to 
solicit  similar  feedback  from  their  other  contractors,  to  ensure  that  their  staff  has 
adequate  knowledge  of  the  programs  they  monitor. 
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12.  CONDUCT  TIERED  ASSESSMENTS  OF  PROGRAMS  TO  EFFICIENTLY 
EVALUATE  PROGRAM  PERFORMANCE  (TIERED  ASSESSMENTS) 
•/  Milestone:  June  2006  (Completed) 

•     Before  June  30,  2006,  each  department  will  adopt  the  Controller's  Office  Risk 

Assessment  Policy  and  format  procedure  for  each  jointly  monitored  contract  and  all 
other  contracts  that  are  applicable.  Each  fiscal  year  during  the  first  quarter  (July 
through  September)  the  risk  assessments  for  each  department's  contracted  services 
will  be  performed  and  the  monitoring  schedules  will  be  established  as  a  result  of  the 
risk  assessments.  These  criteria  will  be  shared  with  contractors  to  facilitate  ongoing 
dialogue  between  the  City  and  nonprofits. 

Service  providers  with  no  findings  from  the  prior  year's  monitoring  will  be  relieved 
of  subsequent  monitoring  of  a  period  of  1-2  years,  or  may  be  subject  to  a  self- 
monitoring  report. 

This  does  not  apply  where  State,  Federal  or  other  funding  sources  require  more 
frequent  monitoring. 

At  a  minimum,  all  contractors  will  receive  at  least  one  physical  site  visit  every  three 
years..  Contractor  may  request  justification  of  risk  assessments  and  subsequent 
scheduled  monitoring  at  any  time. 

Departments  will  continue  to  identify  opportunities  and  resources  for  technical 
assistance  for  contractors.  The  Controller's  Office  coordinated  several  trainings  in 
FY  04-05  (Finance  Guide,  Cost  Allocation  Procedures),  and  also  maintains  a 
Resources  for  Nonprofits  link  on  its  website.  DCYF  and  MOCD  also  contract  with 
Compass  Point  Nonprofit  Services  to  provide  further  technical  assistance  to 
contractors. 

13.  COST  OF  LIVING  INCREASES 

In  2005,  the  Mayor  approved  a  2%  cost  of  doing  business  increase  for  general  fund 
contractors.     Any  future  COLA's  is  a  policy  decision  for  the  Mayor  and  the  Board  of 
Supervisors. 
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Office  of  the  Mayor  NMg  &X  r)  Gavin  Newsom 

City  &  County  of  San  Francisco  \^&k^'iwj/  Mayor 


September  26,  2007 


Dear  Department  Heads: 

As  you  may  be  aware,  the  Nonprofit  Review/ Appellate  Panel  comprised  of  City  departments  and 
nonprofit  representatives,  and  led  by  the  Office  of  Contract  Administration  (OCA),  is  overseeing 
the  implementation  of  contract  streamlining  in  the  City  departments.  Specifically,  this  Panel  is 
helping  to  implement  the  City  Nonprofit  Contracting  Task  Force's  recommendations  adopted  by 
the  Board  of  Supervisors  in  February  2004.  The  City,  in  collaboration  with  the  nonprofits,  has  made 
tremendous  progress  in  ensuring  that  City  departments  continue  to  move  forward  with  the 
implementation  and  communicate  across  departments  to  share  ideas  and  standardize  processes. 

The  City's  largest  health  and  human  services  nonprofit  contracting  departments  (HSA,  DPH, 
DCYF,  and  MOCD)  have  been  involved  with  the  process  to  date.  However,  other  relevant 
department  have  not  yet  been  included  in  the  process  to  streamline  the  City's  contracting  process. 
In  an  effort  to  be  inclusive  and  foster  cooperation  across  departmental  boundaries,  I  am  asking  that 
your  department  learn  what  the  City  has  done  to  achieve  the  Task  Force's  objectives  and  to  apply 
the  recommendations  to  your  department's  contracting  policies. 

I  am  requesting  that  your  department  become  informed  about  the  original  Task  Force's  report  of 
thirteen  recommendations  (dated  June  26,  2003)  and  the  progress  reports  of  the  Nonprofit 
Review/Appellate  Panel  (dated  April  6,  2005)  and  (October  20,  2005).  On  September  1,  2006,  the 
Panel  issued  the  Dispute  Resolution  Procedure,  which  is  attached.  Please  adopt  the 
recommendations  put  forth  by  the  Panel  that  are  applicable  to  your  department  and  include  the 
Dispute  Resolution  Procedure  in  your  health  and  human  services  contracts.    The  reports, 
recommendations,  and  the  Dispute  Resolution  Procedure  can  be  found  on  OCA /Purchasing's 
website  at  www.sfgov.org/oca  (under  Nonprofit  Contracting  Task  Force). 

A  meeting  will  be  held  with  members  of  the  Panel  to  provide  an  overview  of  the 
recommendations  of  the  Review/ Appellate  Panel.  I  ask  that  your  department  be 
represented,  through  your  attendance  or  a  representative. 

Date:  Monday,  October  22 

Time:  2:30  p.m.  -  3:00  p.m. 

Location:         City  Hall,  Room  421 

Should  you  have  questions  about  the  Task  Force's  recommendations  or  the  Panel's  adopted  policies, 
please  contact  Naomi  Kelly,  Director  of  the  Office  of  Contract  Administration,  at  (415)  554-7738. 


Sincerely, 


Gavin  Newsom 


I)    i   r    ■  :    I!  i  „  .'.:!.  i  T  .in    lii  n-i:  .'  <    M::  ■  mm.  ki'  <  ,i!:li  i, 
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Wednesday,  June  10,  2009  9:19  AM 


GST  Pre- Assessment  Forrns.doc  (l/7KBj 


DCYF  uses  the  Contract  Management  System  to  track  the  following  items: 

Narrative: 

1 .  Activities  that  happened  during  the  month 

2.  Organizational  changes,  board  issues,  staffing  and  challenges 

Goals: 

1 .  Program  communicates  with  parents/caregivers  on  a  regular  basis  and  offers  opportunities  for  them  to 
participate  in  the  program 

2.  Program  has  strategies  to  provide  information  about  other  resources  to  participants,  parents  and  caregivers 

3.  Agency  makes  program  accessible  to  potential  participants  and  their  families 

Units: 

1 .  How  many  youth  were  served  this  month 

2.  How  many  youth  were  served  to  date 

Demographics 

What  were  the  demographics  of  the  participants  by  age,  ethnicity  and  zip  code 

Fiscal: 

Which  staff  members  were  paid  from  the  DCYF  contract.   How  much? 

All  of  the  line  item  expenses  paid  out  during  the  month  (personnel,  fringe,  professional,  materials  and  supplies, 

other  program  costs  and  admin  costs) 

Year  to  date  expenses 

Balance  of  the  line  items 

I'm  also  attaching  a  copy  of  our  minimum  standards  assessment  document.  Each  agency  received  an  assessment 
this  fiscal  year. 

If  you  have  other  questions,  please  let  me  know. 

Thanks. 


Department  of  Children,  Youth  and  Their  Families 
1390  Market  Street,  Ste  900 
San  Franciso,  CA  94102 
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VENDOR  NAME 


NUMBER OF 
DEPARTMENT 
S  PROVIDING 


TOTAL 

NUMBER  OF 

GRANTS 

PROVIDED 


VENDOR  NAME 


(JKANIS                         IO 

VENDORS 

FRED  PRYOR  SEMINARS/CAREERTRACK 

17 

19 

MISSION  NEIGHBORHOOD  CENTERS 

15 

18 

THE  SAN  FRANCISCO  LGBT  COMMUNITY 
CENTER 

15 

19 

AMERICAN  RED  CROSS  BAY  AREA  CHAPTER 

14 

21 

BERNAL  HEIGHTS  NEIGHBORHOOD  CENTER 

14 

16 

LIGHTHOUSE  FOR  THE  BLIND  &  VISUALLY 
IMPA 

13 

19 

SAN  FRANCISCO  STATE  UNIVERSITY 

13 

19 

SKILLPATH  SEMINARS/COMPUMASTER 

13 

16 

COMMUNITY  INITIATIVES 

12 

13 

SPUR 

11 

16 

CHINATOWN  COMMUNITY  DEVELOPMENT 
CENTER 

10 

13 

DErANCEY  STREET  FOUNDATION 

10 

12 

TIDES  CENTER 

10 

11 

AMERICAN  MANAGEMENT  ASSOCIATION 

9 

10 

CORO  CTR  FOR  CIVIC  LEADERSHIP-NTHRN 
CAL 

9 

9 

VISIT ACION  VALLEY  COMMUNITY 
DEVELOPMENT 

9 

10 

Y  M  C  A  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

9 

10 

ASIAN  NEIGHBORHOOD  DESIGN 

8 

10 

EDGEWOOD  CENTER  FOR  CHILDREN  AND 
FAMILES 

8 

9 

FILIPINO-AMERICAN  DEVELOPMENT 
FOUNDATION 

S 

10 

GIRLS  2000 

8 

8 

GOODWILL  INDUST  OF  S  F  SAN  MATEO  & 
MARIN 

g 

1) 

INSTITUTO  FAMILIAR  DE  LA  RAZA  INC 

8 

10 

LARKIN  STREET  YOUTH  CENTER 

8 

8 

POTRERO  HILL  NEIGHBORHOOD  HOUSE 

8 

9 

SAN  FRANCISCO  CHAMBER  OF  COMMERCE 

g 

12 

SAN  FRANCISCO  STUDY  CENTER  INC 

8 

9 

AFRICAN  AMERICAN  ART  &  CULTURE 
COMPLEX 

7 

8 

ALLEN  COMMUNITY  DEVELOPMENT  CORP 

7 

g 

AMERICAN  SOCIETY  OF  CIVIL  ENGINEERS  INC 

7 

12 

BAYVIEW  HUNTERS  PT  FNDTN  FOR  COMM 
IMPROV 

7 

7 

COMMUNITY  YOUTH  CENTER  SAN  FRANCISCO 

7 

8 

COMPASSPOINT  NONPROFIT  SERVICES 

7 

12 

FAMILY  SERVICE  AGENCY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

7 

8 

FORT  MASON  FOUNDATION 

7 

8 

GLIDE  FOUNDATION 

7 

7 

MISSION  LANGUAGE  &  VOCATIONAL  SCHOOL 
INC 

7 

11 

RENAISSANCE  PARENTS  OF  SUCCESS 

7 

7 

SAN  FRANCISCO  SCHOOL  ALLIANCE 

7 

8 

SOMARTS 

7 

9 

SUNSET  YOUTH  SERVICES 

7 

9 

TENDERLOIN  HOUSING  CLINIC  INC 

7 

8 

URBAN  RESOURCE  SYS  DBA  NGHBRHD  PRKS 
CNCL 

7 

8 

ASHBURY  IMAGES 

6 

11 

ASIAN  WOMEN'S  SHELTER 

6 

6 

BAR  ASSOCIATION  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

6 

10 

BAYVIEW  HUNTERS  PT  CTR  FOR  ARTS  <fe  TECH 

6 

8 

CALIFORNIA  COMMUNITY  DISPUTE  SERVICES 

6 

6 

CHINESE  CHAMBER  OF  COMMERCE 

6 

8 

FILIPINO  AMERICAN  ARTS  EXPOSTION 

6 

8 

HAIGHT  ASHBUR  Y  NEIGHBORHOOD  COUNCIL 

6 

6 

INSTITUTE  OF  ELECTRICAL  &  ELEC  ENGRS 

6 

7 

JAPANESE  COMMUNITY  YOUTH  COUNCIL 

6 

6 

JEWISH  VOC  &  CAREER  COUNSELING  SVC 
(JVS) 

6 

6 

LA  RAZA  CENTRO  LEGAL  INC 

6 

7 

LAVENDER  YOUTH  RECREATION  &  INFO  CTR 

6 

6 

NATIONAL  SAFETY  COUNCIL 

6 

9 

PORTOLA  FAMILY  CONNECTIONS  INC 

6 

7 

SAGE  PROJECT  INC 

6 

6 

SAN  FRANCISCO  CONSERVATION  CORPS 

6 

7 

SAN  FRANCISCO  PARAMEDIC  ASSOCIATION 

6 

8 

SAN  FRANCISCO  SAFE  TNC 

6 

7 

SWORDS  TO  PLOWSHARES 

6 

7 

WALDEN  HOUSE  INC 

6 

9 

YOUNG  COMMUNITY  DEVELOPERS  INC 

6 

6 

NUMBER  OF 

DEPARTMENT 

S  PROVIDING 

GRANTS 


BOYS  &  GIRLS  CLUBS  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

5 

5 

BROTHERS  AGAINST  GUNS  INC 

5 

5 

CVEINC 

5 

g 

CAPPOINC 

5 

7 

CASTRO  STREET  FAIR 

5 

5 

CASTRO  STREET  FAIR 

5 

5 

CELLSPACE 

5 

6 

CENTRAL  AMERICAN  RESOURCE  CENTER 

5 

5 

CHARITY  CULTURAL  SERVICES  CENTER 

5 

5 

CHILDREN'S  COUNCIL  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

5 

6 

ELLA  HILL  HUTCH  COMMUNITY  CENTER 

5 

5 

EPISCOPAL  COMMUNITY  SVCS  OF  S  F  INC 

5 

6 

HEARING  &  SPEECH  CENTER  OF  NORTHERN 
CALI 

5 

9 

HOMELESS  PRENATAL  PROGRAM 

J 

6 

INTERNATIONAL  INSTITUTE  OF  THE  BAY 
AREA 

5 

5 

JEWISH  FAMILY  AND  CHILDREN'S  SERVICES 

5 

6 

MISSION  ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT  ASSOC 

5 

6 

NORTHERN  CALIF  SERVICE  LEAGUE 

5 

5 

PACIFIC  NEWS  SERVICE 

5 

5 

PRECITA  EYES  MURALISTS  ASSOCIATION 

5 

6 

S  F  CON VENTION  &  VISITORS  BUREAU 

5 

11 

S  F  STATE  UNIVERSITY  FOUNDATION  INC 

5 

5 

SAN  FRANCISCO  APARTMENT  ASSOC 

5 

7 

SAN  FRANCISCO  FOOD  BANK 

5 

5 

SAN  FRANCISCO  PARKS  TRUST 

5 

5 

SAN  FRANCISCO  WOMEN'S  CTRAVOMEN'S 
BLDG 

5 

5 

SELF  HELP  FOR  THE  ELDERLY 

5 

6 

SPECIAL  SERVICE  FOR  GROUPS 

5 

5 

STATIONARY  ENGINEERS  LOCAL  39  TRNG 
DEPT 

5 

5 

SUPPORT  FOR  FAMS  OF  CHLDRN  W 
DISABILITY 

5 

7 

TENDERLOIN  NEIGHBORHOOD  DEVELOPMENT 
CORP 

5 

6 

UNITED  WAY  OF  THE  BAY  AREA 

5 

5 

VISIT  ACION  VALLEY  COMMUNITY  CENTER 

5 

5 

ABADA  CAPOEIRA  SAN  FRANCISCO 

4 

4 

AMERICAN  MEDICAL  ASSOCIATION 

4 

5 

APA  FAMILY  SUPPORT  SERVICES 

4 

4 

ARAB  CULTURAL  &  COMMUNITY  CENTER 

4 

4 

ARRIBA  JUNTOS  -  IAL 

4 

5 

ASIAN  WOMEN'S  RESOURCE  CENTER 

4 

4 

BAY  AREA  VIDEO  COALITION 

4 

4 

BRAVA  FOR  THE  WOMEN  FN  THE  ARTS 

4 

5 

CALIFORNIA  ACADEMY  OF  SCIENCES 

4 

6 

CALIFORNIA  PACIFIC  MEDICAL  CENTER 

4 

5 

CATHOLIC  CHARITIES  CYO 

4 

4 

CATHOLIC  HLTHCR  WST  DBA  ST  MARYS  MED 
CTR 

4 

5 

CENTER  FOR  YOUNG  WOMEN'S 
DEVELOPMENT 

4 

5 

CENTER  ON  JUVENILE  &  CRIMINAL  JUSTICE 

4 

4 

CENTRAL  CITY  HOSPITALITY  HOUSE 

4 

4 

CHINESE  NEWCOMERS  SERVICE  CENTER 

4 

5 

CITY  CARSHARE 

4 

5 

COMMUNITY  WORKS 

4 

4 

COMPASS  COMMUNITY  SERVICE 

4 

4 

DONALDINA  CAMERON  HOUSE 

4 

4 

ECONOMIC  OPPORTUNITY  COUNCIL  OF  S  F 
INC 

4 

5 

FOLSOM  STREET  EVENTS 

4 

4 

FRIENDS  OF  THE  URBAN  FOREST 

4 

5 

GUM  MOON  RESIDENCE  HALL 

4 

4 

HAMILTON  FAMILY  CENTER 

4 

4 

HOMELESS  CHILDREN'S  NETWORK 

4 

4 

HUCKLEBERRY  YOUTH  PROGRAMS  INC 

4 

4 

INSTITUTE  ON  AGING 

4 

5 

INTERNATIONAL  CHILD  RESOURCE  INSTITUTE 

4 

5 

INTERSECTION  FOR  THE  ARTS 

4 

5 

JEWISH  COMMUNITY  CENTER  OF  S  F 

4 

5 

LA  CASA  DE  LAS  MAD  RES 

4 

4 

LEGAL  SERVICES  FOR  CHILDREN  INC 

4 

4 

LOCO  BLOCO  DRUM  &  DANCE  ENSEMBLE 

4 

4 

MENTAL  HEALTH  ASSOCIATION  OF  SAN 
FRANCIS 

4 

6 

MISSION  HIRING  HALL 

4 

4 

MISSION  NEIGHBORHOOD  HEALTH  CENTER 

4 

4 

NATIONAL  COUNCIL  ON  CRIME  & 
DELINQUENCY 

4 

9 

NATIONAL  EMPLOYMENT  LAW  INSTITUTE 

4 

4 

N1HONMACHI  LEGAL  OUTREACH  DBA  API 
LEGAL 

4 

4 

NORTHERN  CALIF  GRANTMAKERS 

4 

6 

OMEGA  BOYS  CLUB 

4 

4 

PUBLIC  HEALTH  INSTITUTE 

4 

5 

RICHMOND  DISTRICT  NEIGHBORHOOD  CTR 
INC 

4 

5 

S  F  NEIGHBORHOOD  NEWSPAPER 
ASSOCIATION 

4 

4 

SAMOAN  COMMUNITY  DEVELOPMENT 
CENTER  INC 

4 

5 

SAN  FRANCISCO  BICYCLE  COALITION 

4 

5 

SAN  FRANCISCO  CHILD  ABUSE  PREVENTION 
CTR 

4 

5 

SAN  FRANCISCO  CLEAN  CITY  COALITION 

4 

7 

SOUTHWEST  COMMUNITY  CORP 

4 

4 

STANFORD  UNIVERSITY 

4 

5 

TENANTS  &  OWNERS  DEVELOPMENT  CORP 

4 

5 

THE  ARC  SAN  FRANCISCO 

4 

5 

THE  DANCE  BRIGADE 

4 

4 

THE  MARSH 

4 

4 

VOLUNTEER  CTR  SRVNG  SF  &.  SAN  MATEO 
COUNT 

4 

4 

WESTSIDE  COMMUNITY  MENTAL  HEALTH 
CTR  INC 

4 

4 

Y  W  C  A  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO  &  MARIN 

4 

4 

YOUTH  GUIDANCE  CTR  IMPROVEMENT 
COMMITTEE 

4 

4 

YOUTH  LEADERSHIP  INSTITUTE 

4 

5 

APCO  INTERNATIONAL  INC 

3 

10 

ARK  OF  REFUGE  INC 

3 

3 

ASIAN  ART  MUSEUM  FOUNDATION 

3 

4 

ASIAN  LAW  CAUCUS  INC 

3 

3 

ASIANWEEK  FOUNDATION 

3 

4 

BAKER  PLACES  INC 

3 

4 

BAY  AREA  COMMUNICATION  ACCESS 

3 

3 

BAY  AREA  COUNCIL 

3 

6 

BAY  AREA  LEGAL  AID 

3 

3 

BAYVIEW  HUNTERS  PT  SENIOR  CITIZENS  CTR 

3 

3 

BAYVIEW  OPERA  HOUSE 

3 

4 

BLACK  ROCK  ARTS  FOUNDATION 

3 

3 

BOOKER  T  WASHINGTON  COMMUNITY  SVCS 
CTR 

3 

3 

CALIFORNIA  C  P  A  EDUCATION  FOUNDATION 

3 

3 

CALIFORNIA  LAWYERS  FOR  THE  ARTS 

3 

3 

CALIFORNIA  PRESERVATION  FOUNDATION 

3 

4 

CALIFORNIA  STATE  ASSOCIATION  OF 
COUNTIES 

3 

4 

CALIFORNIA  YOUTH  CONNECTION 

3 

3 

CARTOON  ART  MUSEUM 

3 

3 

CATHEDRAL  OF  ST  MARY  OF  THE 
ASSUMPTION 

3 

3 

CHAMBER  MUSIC  PARTNERSHIP 

3 

3 

CHINATOWN  MERCHANTS  ASSOCIATION 

3 

5 

COMMUNITY  AWARENESS  &  TREATMENT 
SVCS  INC 

3 

3 

COMMUNITY  DEVELOPMENT  INSTITUTE 

3 

4 

COMMUNITY  EDUCATIONAL  SERVICES 

3 

3 

COMMUNITY  HOUSING  PARTNERSHIP 

3 

3 

COMMUNITY  NETWORK  FOR  YOUTH 
DEVELOPMENT 

3 

3 

COMMUNITY  UNITED  AGAINST  VIOLENCE 

3 

3 

CORPORATION  OF  THE  FINE  ARTS  MUSEUMS 

3 

5 

COUNTERPULSE 

3 

4 

CULTURAL  ODYSSEY 

3 

3 

DANCERS'  GROUP 

3 

3 

DOLORES  STREET  COMMUNITY  CENTER 

3 

3 

EXITHEATRE 

3 

3 

FLORENCE  CRITTENTON  SERVICES 

3 

4 

FOOTLOOSE  DANCE  CO  INC 

3 

3 

FRIENDSHIP  HOUSE  ASSOC  OF  AMERICAN 
INDIA 

3 

5 

GALERIA  DE  LA  RAZA/STUDIO  24 

3 

3 

GIRLS  AFTER  SCHOOL  ACADEMY 

3 

3 

GOLDEN  GATE  UNIVERSITY 

3 

3 

GOOD  SAMARITAN  FAMILY  RESOURCE  CTR 
INC 

3 

3 

HORIZONS  UNLIMnED  OF  SF 

3 

4 

HSA  OF  BERNAL  HEIGHTS  NEIGHBORHOOD 

3 

3 

CNTR 

INDUSTRIAL  EMERGENCY  COUNCIL 

3 

5 

INNER  CITY  YOUTH 

3 

3 

JANET  POMEROY  CENTER 

3 

3 

JELANI  HOUSE  INC 

3 

3 

JUMA  VENTURES 

3 

3 

KEARNY  ST  WORKSHOP  INC 

3 

3 

KID  SERVE  YOUTH  MURALS 

3 

3 

LEGAL  ASSISTANCE  TO  THE  ELDERLY  INC 

3 

3 

LITERACY  FOR  ENVIRONMENTAL  JUSTICE 

3 

5 

MAN1LATOWN  HERITAGE  FOUNDATION 

3 

4 

MARGARET  JENKINS  DANCE  STUDIO,  INC. 

3 

3 

MARY  ELIZABETH  INN 

3 

3 

NEW  LANGTON  ARTS 

3 

3 

NEW  LEAF  SERVICES  FOR  OUR  COMMUNITY 

3 

4 

NEXT  ARTS 

3 

3 

NIHONMACHI  ST  FAIR/JAPANTOWN  ART 
MVMNT 

3 

3 

NINTH  STREET  INDEPENDENT  FILM  CENTER 

3 

3 

NO  OF  MARKET/TENDERLOIN  COM  BENEFIT 
CORP 

3 

3 

NORTHERN  CALIF  PRESBYTERIAN  HOMES 

3 

3 

O  C  L  C  ONLINE  COMPUTER  LIBRARY  CTR  INC 

3 

5 

ODC  THEATER 

3 

4 

ON  LOK  DAY  SERVICES 

3 

3 

OXFORD  UNIVERSITY  PRESS 

3 

3 

PERFORMING  ARTS  WORKSHOP 

3 

3 

PETS  UNLIMITED 

3 

3 

POSITIVE  DIRECTIONS  EQUALS  CHANGE  INC 

3 

3 

PROJECT  OPEN  HAND 

3 

3 

PROVIDENCE  FOUNDATION  OF  SAN 
FRANCISCO 

3 

3 

REBUILDING  TOGETHER-SF 

3 

3 

RENAISSANCE  ENTREPRENEURSHIP  CENTER 

3 

4 

RICHMOND  AREA  MULTI-SERVICES  INC 

3 

4 

S  F  BAR  ASSOCS  VOLUNTEER  LEGAL  SVCS 
PGM 

3 

3 

S  F  COMMUNITY  CLINIC  CONSORTIUM 

3 

4 

SAINT  FRANCIS  MEMORIAL  HOSPITAL 

3 

4 

SAN  FRANCISCO  COMMUNITY  TELEVISION 
CORP 

3 

3 

SAN  FRANCISCO  CONSERVATORY  OF  MUSIC 

3 

4 

SAN  FRANCISCO  ESTUARY  INSTITUTE 

3 

3 

SAN  FRANCISCO  MEDICAL  SOCIETY 

3 

3 

SAN  FRANCISCO  MIME  TROUPE 

3 

3 

SAN  FRANCISCO  ORGANIZING  PROJECT 

3 

3 

SAN  FRANCISCO  SHAKESPEARE  FESTIVAL 

3 

3 

SAN  FRANCISCO  STATE  UNIVERSITY  FNDTN 
INC 

3 

3 

SAN  FRANCISCO  SYMPHONY 

3 

3 

SAN  FRANCISCO  WOMEN'S  CENTERS  INC 

3 

3 

SAN  FRANCISCO  ZOOLOGICAL  SOCIETY 

3 

3 

SENIOR  ACTION  NETWORK 

3 

4 

SHANTI  PROJECT 

3 

3 

SOUTHERN  EXPOSURE 

3 

3 

ST  VINCENT  DE  PAUL  SOCIETY  OF  SAN 
FRANCI 

3 

3 

TENDERLOIN  HEALTH 

3 

3 

THE  FAMILY  SCHOOL 

3 

3 

THE  GARDEN  PROJECT 

3 

4 

THE  NEW  CONSERVATORY  THEATRE  CENTER 

3 

3 

THE  OM1  CULTURAL  PARTICIPATION  PROJECT 

3 

4 

THE  SLAVONIC  CULTURAL  CENTER 

3 

3 

THEATRE  OF  YUGEN 

3 

3 

TOOLWORKS  INC 

3 

3 

TREASURE  ISLAND  HOMELESS  DEV 
INITIATIVE 

3 

4 

UNITED  COUNCIL  OF  HUMAN  SERVICES  INC 

3 

3 

VIETNAMESE  COMM  CTR  SF 

3 

3 

VIETNAMESE  YOUTH  DEVELOPMENT  CENTER 

3 

3 

WESTERN  CHAPTER  ISA 

3 

4 

WU  YEE  CHILDREN'S  SERVICES 

3 

3 

YERBA  BUEN  A  CENTER  FOR  THE  ARTS 

3 

3 

YOSEMITE  NATIONAL  INSTITUTES 

3 

7 

YOUTH  SPEAKS  INC 

3 

4 

ZACCHO  DANCE  THEATRE 

3 

3 

3RD  1  SOUTH  ASIAN  FILMS 

2 

2 

509  CULTURAL  CENTER 

2 

2 

826  VALENCIA 

2 

2 

A  HOME  AWAY  FROM  HOMELESSNESS 

2 

2 

A  HOME  WTTHIN 

2 

2 

A  TRAVELING  JEWISH  THEATRE 

2 

2 

ACCION  LATINA 

2 

2 

ACORN  INSTITUTE 

2 

2 

AGUILAS  INC 


AIDS  LEGAL  REFERRAL  PANEL  OF  THE  S  F 
BAY 


AMER  CHEM  SOC  CHEMICAL  ABSTRACTS  SVC 
DIV 


AMERICAN  ASSOC  OF  STATE  HGHWY& 
TRNSPRTN 


AMERICAN  ASSOCIATION  OF  MUSEUMS 


AMERICAN  HUMANE  ASSOCIATION 


AMERICAN  INDIAN  FILM  INSTITUTE 


AMERICAN  WATER  WRJCS  ASSOC/CAL- 
NEVADA  SEC 


AMERICANS  FOR  THE  ARTS 


ARAB  FILM  FESTIVAL 


ARC  ECOLOGY 


ART  FOR  HEALING 


ART  OF  THE  MATTER  PERFORMANCE 
FOUNDATION 


ARTISTS  TELEVISION  ACCESS 


ARTSPAN/OPEN  STUDIOS  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 


ASIAN  &  PACIFIC  ISLANDER  WELLNESS 
CENTER 


ASIAN  AMERICAN  THEATRE  COMPANY 


ASIAN  1MPROV  ARTS 


ASIAN  INC 


ASIAN  PACIFIC  ISLANDER  CULTURAL  CENTER 


ASOCIACION  MAYAB 


ASPIRANET 


ASSOC  OF  MIDNIGHT  BASKETBALL  LEAGUE 
PRGM 


BAY  AREA  COMMUNITY  RESOURCES 


BAY  AREA  THEATRESPORTS 


BAYVTEW  HUNTERS  POINT  HERC 


BETH  ABRAMS  CTR  FOR  PEACE  ART  JSTCE  * 
EN 


BETHANY  UNITED  METHODIST  CHURCH 


BINDLESTIFF  STUDIO 


BRIDGE  HOUSING  CORP 


COMTO 


C  S  U  L  B  FOUNDATION 


CALIFORNIA  DISTRICT  ATTORNEYS 
ASSOCIATIO 


CALIFORNIA  WORKERS  COMPENSATION 
INSTITUT 


CENTER  FOR  ASIAN  AMERICAN  MEDIA 


CENTER  FOR  CREATIVE  LEADERSHIP 


CENTER  FOR  CULTURAL  INNOVATION 


CENTRO  LATINO  DE  SAN  FRANCISCO  INC 


CHHANDAM  CHITRESH  DANCE  CO 


CHILD  CARE  LAW  CENTER 


CHILDREN'S  BOOK  PRESS 


CHINESE  COMMUNITY  CULTURAL 
ASSOCIATION 


CHINESE  CULTURAL  FOUNDATION  OF  SF 


CHINESE  CULTURAL  PRODUCTIONS 


CHINESE  CULTURE  FOUNDATION  OF  SAN 
FRANC! 


CHINESE  HISTORICAL  SOCIETY  OF  AMERICA 


CHINESE  PROGRESSIVE  ASSOCIATION 


CIRCUIT  NETWORK 


CIRCUS  CENTER 


COLEMAN  CHILDREN  &  YOUTH  SERVICES 


COMEDY  CELEBRATION  DAY  INC 


COMMUNITY  ALLIANCE  FOR  SPECIAL 
EDUCATION 


COMMUNITY  BOARD  PROGRAM 


CONARD  HOUSE  INC 


CONSCIOUS  YOUTH  MEDIA  CREW 


CREATIVITY  EXPLORED  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 


CROWDED  FIRE  THEATRE  CO 


CUTTING  BALL  THEATER 


CYPRESS  STRING  QUARTET 


DANCEART  INC 


DEL  SOL  PERFORMING  ARTS  ORGANIZATION 


DOOR  DOG  MUSIC  PRODUCTIONS 


E  T  R  ASSOCIATES 


EARNED  ASSETS  RESOURCE  NETWORK 


EARPLAY 


ELDERGIVERS 


ENTERPRISE  FOR  HIGH  SCHOOL  STUDENTS 


EPIPHANY  PRODUCTIONS  SONIC  DANCE 
THEATER 


ETH-NOH-TEC 


EUREKA  THEATRE  COMPANY 


EVICTION  DEFENSE  COLLABORATIVE  INC 

2 

2 

EXPLORATORIUM 

2 

2 

FAITHFUL  FOOLS  STREET  MINISTRY 

2 

2 

FAMILY  RESTORATION  HOUSE 

2 

2 

FILM  ARTS  FOUNDATION 

2 

2 

FIRST  VOICE 

2 

2 

FLYAWAY  PRODUCTIONS 

2 

2 

FRANDELIA  ENRICHMENT  CENTER 

2 

2 

FRIENDS  OF  MINT  PLAZA 

2 

2 

FRIENDS  OF  SCRAP 

2 

3 

FRIENDS  OF  THE  PORT 

2 

3 

G  P  TODCO  INC 

2 

2 

GASTINELL'S  SUPPORTIVE  HOUSING 

2 

2 

GAY  &  LESBIAN  HISTORICAL  SCTY  OF  NOR 
CAL 

2 

2 

GLIDE  MEMORIAL  UNITED  METHODIST 
CHURCH 

2 

2 

GLOBAL  EXCHANGE 

2 

2 

GOKID  ORG  INC 

2 

2 

GOLDEN  GATE  CNCL  OF  AMER  YOUTH 
HOSTELS 

2 

2 

GOLDEN  THREAD  PRODUCTIONS 

2 

2 

GROWTH  &  LEARNING  OPPORTUNITIES 

2 

2 

HA1GHT  ASHBURY  FOOD  PROGRAM 

2 

2 

HAIGHT  ASHBURY  FREE  CLINIC  INC 

2 

3 

HARM  REDUCTION  COALITION 

2 

3 

HEALTH  INITIATIVES  FOR  YOUTH 

2 

2 

HOLY  FAMILY  DAY  HOME  INC 

2 

2 

HOMELESS  ADVOCACY  PROJECT 

2 

2 

HUNTER'S  POINT  COMMUNITY  YOUTH  PRK 
FNDTN 

2 

2 

INDEPENDENT  LIVING  RESRC  CENTER  OF  S  F 

2 

2 

INDOCHINESE  HOUSING  DEVELOPMENT  CORP 

2 

2 

INGLESIDE  COMMUNITY  CENTER 

2 

2 

INSURANCE  EDUCATIONAL  ASSOCIATION 

2 

3 

INTER-CITY  FAMILY  SPPRT  &  RSRCENTWK 
INC 

2 

2 

INTERNATIONAL  FOUNDATION  OF  BENEFIT 
PLAN 

2 

6 

JANICE  GARRETT  &  DANCERS 

2 

2 

JAPANESE  CULTURAL  &  COMM  CTR  OF  NOR 
CAL 

2 

2 

JOE  GOODE  PERFORMANCE  GROUP 

2 

2 

JOHN  W  KJNG  SENIOR  CENTER 

2 

2 

JUMPSTART  FOR  YOUNG  CHILDREN  INC 

2 

2 

KIMOCHI  INC 

2 

3 

KLIMM  APARTMENTS  LP 

2 

2 

KOREAN  AMERICAN  WOMEN  ARTS  &  WRTRS 
ASSOC 

2 

2 

KULINTANG  ARTS.  INC. 

2 

2 

LA  POCHA  NOSTRA 

2 

2 

LA  RAZA  COMMUNITY  RESOURCE  CENTER 
INC 

2 

2 

LIFE  FRAMES  INC 

2 

2 

LINES  CONTEMPORARY  BALLET 

2 

2 

LOBSTER  THEATER  PROJECT  INC 

2 

2 

LOCAL  INITIATIVES  SUPPORT  CORP 

2 

4 

LOW  INCOME  INVESTMENT  FUND 

2 

2 

LUTHERAN  SOCIAL  SERVICES  OF  NORTHERN 
CAL 

2 

2 

LYON-MARTIN  WOMEN'S  HEALTH  SERVICES 

2 

2 

MAGIC  THEATRE  INC 

2 

2 

MARKET  STREET  RAILWAY  CO 

2 

5 

MELODY  OF  CHINA  INC 

2 

2 

MERCY  COMMERCIAL  CALIFORNIA 

2 

2 

MISSION  CREEK  SENIOR  COMMUNITY 

2 

2 

MISSION  CULTURAL  CENTER  FOR  LATINO 
ARTS 

2 

3 

MISSION  EDUCATIONAL  PROJECTS  INC 

2 

2 

MISSION  HOUSING  DEVELOPMENT  CORP. 

2 

2 

MISSION  LEARNING  CENTER 

2 

2 

MORRISANIA  WEST  INC 

2 

3 

MSA  -  PEOPLE  IN  PLAZAS 

2 

2 

MT  ST  JOSEPH-ST  ELIZABETH 

2 

2 

MUJERES  UNIDAS  Y  ACT1VAS 

2 

2 

MUSEO  ITALO  AMERICANO 

2 

2 

MUSEUM  OF  PERFORMANCE  &  DESIGN 

2 

2 

NA  LEI  HULU  I  KA  WEKIU 

2 

2 

NATIONAL  JAPANESE  AMERICAN  HISTRCAL 
SCTY 

2 

2 

NETWORK  FOR  ELDERS 

2 

2 

NEW  DOOR  VENTURES 

2 

2 

NICOS  CHINESE  HEALTH  COALITION 

2 

2 

NOE  VALLEY  ASSOCIATION 

2 

2 

NOR  CAL  MUSIC  &  ART  CULTURE  CENTER  INC 

2               1 

NORTH  OF  MARKET  SENIOR  SVC  DBA  CURRY 
SEN 

2 

2 

NORTHWEST  BHRNAL  ALLIANCE 

2 

2 

O  M  1  NEIGHBORS  IN  ACTION 

2 

2 

ON  LOK  SENIOR  HEALTH  SERVICES 

2 

2 

OTHER  MINDS  INC 

2 

2 

OUR  FAMILY  COALITION 

2 

2 

PHOENIX  ARTS  ASSN  THEATER 

2 

2 

PHOTO  ALLIANCE 

2 

3 

PLANNING  FOR  ELDERS  IN  THE  CENTRAL  CITY 

2 

3 

PLAYGROUND 

2 

2 

PLAYWRIGHTS  FOUNDATION 

2 

2 

POLK  CORRIDOR  BUSINESS  ASSOCIATION 

2 

2 

POSITIVE  RESOURCE  CENTER 

2 

2 

PRACTISING  LAW  INSTITUTE 

2 

3 

PURPLE  MOON  DANCE  PROJECT 

2 

2 

QUAN  YIN  HEALING  ARTS  CENTER 

2 

2 

QUEER  CULTURAL  CENTER 

2 

3 

RANDALL  MUSEUM  FRIENDS 

2 

2 

ROBERT  MOSES'  KIN 

2 

2 

ROVA  SAXAPHONE  QUARTET 

2 

2 

RUBICON  PROGRAMS  INC 

2 

2 

RUBY'S  CLAY  STUDIO  &  GALLERY 

2 

2 

S  F  BROWN  BOMBERS  POP  WARNER  CLUB 

2 

2 

S  F  NETWORK  MINISTRIES  HOUSING  CORP 

2 

2 

SAKURA  MATSURI INC/N  CA  CHERRY  BLSM 
FEST 

2 

4 

SAN  FRANCISCO  ADULT  DAY  HEALTH 
NETWORK 

2 

2 

SAN  FRANCISCO  ARCHITECTURAL  HERITAGE 

2 

2 

SAN  FRANCISCO  ARTS  EDUCATION  PROJECT 

2 

2 

SAN  FRANCISCO  BEAUTIFUL 

2 

2 

SAN  FRANCISCO  BOTANICAL  GARDEN 
SOCIETY 

2 

2 

SAN  FRANCISCO  CAMERAWORK 

2 

2 

SAN  FRANCISCO  CASA 

2 

2 

SAN  FRANCISCO  CENTER  FOR  THE  BOOK 

2 

2 

SAN  FRANCISCO  CINEMATHEQUE 

2 

2 

SAN  FRANCISCO  FILM  SOCIETY 

2 

2 

SAN  FRANCISCO  FRIENDS  MEETING  INC 

2 

2 

SAN  FRANCISCO  GENERAL  HOSPITAL  FNDTN 

2 

3 

SAN  FRANCISCO  GIRLS  CHORUS  ASSOC 

2 

2 

SAN  FRANCISCO  HOST  COMMITTEE 

2 

2 

SAN  FRANCISCO  HOUSING  DEVELOPMENT 
CORPOR 

2 

2 

SAN  FRANCISCO  INTL  ARTS  FESTIVAL 

2 

2 

SAN  FRANCISCO  JEWISH  FILM  FESTIVAL 

2 

2 

SAN  FRANCISCO  LIVE  ARTS 

2 

2 

SAN  FRANCISCO  MARITIME  NATIONAL  PRK 
ASSN 

2 

2 

SAN  FRANCISCO  MUSEUM  &  HISTORICAL 
SOCTY 

2 

2 

SAN  FRANCISCO  OPERA  ASSN 

2 

2 

SAN  FRANCISCO  PRETRIAL  DIVERSION 
PROJECT 

2 

2 

SAN  FRANCISCO  SUICIDE  PREVENTION 

2 

2 

SAN  FRANCISCO  URBAN  SERVICE  PROJECT 

2 

4 

SAN  FRANCISCO  WOMEN  AGAINST  RAPE 

2 

2 

SEW  PRODUCTIONS  LORRAINE  HANSBERRY 
THTR 

2 

2 

SHADOWLIGHT  PRODUCTIONS 

2 

2 

SKILLPATH  SEMINARS  A  COMPUMASTER 

2 

2 

SKILLPATH  SEMINARS  &  COMPUMASTER  & 
HUMAN 

2 

2 

SKILLPATH  SEMINARS  AND  COMPUMASTER 

2 

2 

SMALL  PRESS  TRAFFIC  LITERARY  ARTS 
CENTER 

2 

2 

SOCIETY  FOR  ART  PUBLCTN  OF  THE 
AMERICAS 

2 

2 

SOUTH  OF  MARKET  CHILDCARE  INC 

2 

2 

SOUTH  OF  MARKET  FOUNDATION 

2 

2 

SPORTS4KIDS 

2 

2 

ST  JOHNS  EDUCATIONAL  THRESHOLDS 
CENTER 

2 

2 

ST  VINCENT  DE  PAUL  SOCIETY 

2 

2 

STEPOLOGY 

2 

2 

STREETSIDE  STORIES 

2 

2 

STRUCTURAL  ENGINEERS  ASSOC  OF  NOR 
CALIF 

2 

5 

TABERNACLE  COMMUNITY  DEVELOPMENT 
CORP 

2 

2 

TELEGRAPH  HILL  NEIGHBORHOOD  ASSOC  INC 

2 

3 

TENDERLOIN  AIDS  RESOURCE  CENTER 

2 

2 

THE  ART  RE  GRUP  INC/THE  LAB 

2               1              2 

THE  PLAYHOUSE 

2 

2 

THE  SAN  FRANCISCO  SILENT  FILM  FESTIVAL 

2 

2 

THEATRE  BAY  AREA 

2 

2 

THEATRE  FLAMENCO  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO  INC 

2 

2 

THEATRE  RHINOCEROS 

2 

2 

THIRD  BAPTIST  CHURCH  INC 

2 

2 

THUNDER  ROAD 

2 

2 

TIDES  FOUNDATIONTHE  HOUSING 
COMMITTEE 

2 

2 

TURF 

2 

2 

VIETNAMESE  ELDERLY  MUTL  ASSTNCE  ASSC 
INC 

2 

2 

VOLTI 

2 

2 

WALLER  STREET  ACADEMY 

2 

2 

WEST  BAY  CONFERENCE  CENTER 

2 

2 

WEST  BAY  PILIPINO  MULTI-SERVICE  CENTER 

2 

2 

WORLD  ARTS  WEST 

2 

2 

YOUTH  ENVIRONMENT  STUDY  INC 

2 

2 

YOUTH  TREATMENT  &  EDUCATION  CENTER 

2 

2 

Z  SPACE  STUDIO 

2 

2 

ZYZZYVA 

2 

2 

1036  MISSION  ASSOCIATES  LP 

42ND  STREET  MOON 

Sk-1-1  FOR  KIDS  INC 

A  BETTER  WAY  INC 

A  PHILIP  RANDOLPH  EDUCATIONAL  FUND 

ACTORS  THEATRE  OF  SF 

AFTER  SCHOOL  ENRICHMENT  PROGRAM 

AIDS  COMMUNITY  RESEARCH  CONSORTIUM 

AIDS  EMERGENCY  FUND 

AIDS  HOUSING  ALLIANCE  SF 

AIM  HIGH  FOR  HIGH  SCHOOL 

ALABAMA  STREET  SENIOR  HOUSING  ASSOC 
LP 

ALISA  ANN  RUCH  BURN  FOUNDATION 

ALLIANCE  FOR  CALIFORNIA  TRADITIONAL 
ARTS 

ALSET 

ALTERNATIVE  FAMILY  SVCS  INC 

AMERICAN  ARBITRATION  ASSOCIATION  INC 

AMERICAN  ASSOCIATION  OF  BIOANALYSTS 

AMERICAN  BACH  SOLOISTS 

AMERICAN  CHINESE  CULTURAL  &  ARTS 
ASSOC 

AMERICAN  CONSERVATORY  THEATRE 

AMERICAN  CORRECTIONAL  ASSOCIATION 

AMERICAN  SOCIETY  OF  HLTH-SYS 
PHARMACISTS 

ANNE  BLUETHENTHAL  &  DANCERS 

ARUP  LABORATORIES  INC 

ASIAN  AMERICAN  DANCE  PERFORMANCES 

ASIAN  AMERICAN  DONOR  PROGRAM 

ASIAN  AMERICAN  RECOVERY  SERVICES  INC 

ASIAN  AMERICAN  WOMEN  ARTISTS 
ASSOCIATION 

ASPIRATION 

ASSOC  OF  HIGHER  EDUCATION  FACLTYS 
OFCRS 

' 

ASTHMA  RESOURCE  CENTER  OF  SAN 
FRANCISCO 

AU  CO  VIETNAMESE  CULTURAL  CENTER 

AUNT  LUTE  FOUNDATION  /  AUNT  LUTE 
BOOKS 

BAART  COMMUNITY  HEALTHCARE  (BCH) 

BACK  ON  TRACK 

BAY  AREA  ECONOMIC  FORUM/BAYTRADE 

BAY  AREA  LIBRARY  &  INFORMATION  SYS 

BAY  AREA  OMNI  FNDTN  FOR  THE  PERFORM 
ARTS 

BAY  AREA  SCORES 

BAY  AREA  WILDERNESS  TRAINING 

BAY  AREA  WORLD  TRADE  CENTER 

BAY  AREA  YOUNG  POSITIVES  INC 

BAYVIEW  ASSOCIATION  FOR  YOUTH 

BAYVIEW  HUNTERS  FT  COMMUNITY 
ADVOCTS  INC 

BIKE  HUT  FOUNDATION 

2 

BLACK  ADOPTION  PLACEMENT  &.  RESEARCH 
CTR 

BLACK  COALITION  ON  AIDS 

BLOOD  CENTERS  OF  THE  PACIFIC 

BLUE  BEAR  SCHOOL  OF  MUSIC 

BOOK  CLUB  OF  CALIFORNIA 

BOOMERANG  HOUSING  CORPORATION 

BUYS  «.UIKL5  CLUB  NUKIM  SAN  MAIfcU 
COUNTY 

I 

BREATHE  CALIF,  GOLDEN  GATE  PUB  HLTH 
PRTN 

1 

BROTHERS  FOR  CHANGE 

1 

BURNS  INSTITUTE 

1 

BURT  CHILDRENS  CTR 

1 

CARF 

1 

C  H  W  WEST  BAY 

1 

CA  ASSOC  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  HEALTH 
ADMNSTR 

3 

CADUCEUS  OUTREACH  SERVICES 

1 

CAEAR  COALITION  INC 

3 

CAL  FIRE  CHIEF  ASSN.'CALCHIEFS 
BOOKSTORE 

I 

CAL  STATE  UNIVERSITY  SACRAMENTO 
FNDTN 

1 

CAL  APRS 

3 

CALIFA  GROUP 

I 

CALIFORNIA  CHINESE  ORCHESTRA 

I 

CALIFORNIA  COLLEGE  OF  THE  ARTS 

1 

CALIFORNIA  FAMILY  HEALTH  COUNCIL  INC 

3 

CALIFORNIA  HISTORICAL  SOCIETY 

1 

CALIFORNIA  LIBRARY  ASSOC 

3 

CALIFORNIA  PSYCHOLOGY  INTERNSHIP 
COUNCIL 

2 

CALIFORNIA  RURAL  WATER  ASSOCIATION 

2 

CALIFORNIA  SCHOOL-AGE  CONSORTIUM 

CALIFORNIA  STATE  LIBRARY  FOUNDATION 

CALIFORNIA  W1C  ASSOCIATION 

4 

CAMINOS/PATHWAYS  LEARNING  CENTER 

CAPACITOR  PERFORMANCE 

CAREER  RESOURCES  DEVELOPMENT  CENTER 

CAROLYN  SWEARINGEN  Pill) 

CASTRO  UPPER  MARKET  CMNTY  BENEFIT 
DIST 

CATHOLIC  YOUTH  ORG  -  ARCHDIOCESE  OF  S  F 

CENTER  FOR  ACCESSIBLE  TECHNOLOGY 

CENTER  FOR  HUMAN  DEVELOPMENT 

CENTER  POINT  INC 

CENTERFORCE  INC 

CETOS  RESEARCH  ORGANIZATION 

CHAMBER  MUSIC  SAN  FRANCISCO 

CHILD  DEVELOPMENT  POLICY  INST  ED  FUND 

CHILDHOOD  MATTERS  INC 

CHILDREN'S  BOOK  PROJECT 

CHILDREN'S  HOSPITAL  -  OAKLAND 

CHINESE  FOR  AFFIRMATIVE  ACTION 

CHINESE  HOSPITAL 

CINE  ACCION 

CITIZENS  HOUSING  CORP 

CITY  ARTS  &  LECTURES,  INC. 

COLLEGE  TRACK 

COLUMBUS  DAY  CELEBRATION 

COMMUNITIES  IN  HRMNY  ADVCTNG  FOR 
LEARN&K 

COMMUNITY  ALLIANCE  WITH  FAMILY 
FARMERS 

COMMUNITY  COLLEGE  FOUNDATION 

COMMUNITY  DESIGN  CENTER 

COMMUNITY  MUSIC  CENTER  SAN  FRANCISCO 

COMMUNITY  WORKS  WEST  INC 

COMPANY  CHADDICK 

COMPOSERS  INC 

COMPUMENTOR 

COMPUTER  RECYCLING  CENTER 

CONTRABAND 

COS  IP  A 

CROSS  CULTURAL  FAMILY  CENTER 

DANCE  THROUGH  TIME 

DELTA  DENTAL  PLAN  OF  CALIFORNIA 

DISABILITY  RIGHTS  ADVOCATES 

DRESS  FOR  SUCCESS  SAN  FRANCISCO 

ECRI 

EACH  ONE  REACH  ONE  INC 

ECOLOGY  ACTION 

EL  TEATRO  DE  LA  ESPERANZA  INC 

ELECTRIC  POWER  RESEARCH  INSTITUTE 
(EPRI) 

ENCORE  THEATRE  CO 

ENCUENTRO  /  ACCION  LATJNA 

ENVIRONMENTAL  TRAVELING  COMPANIONS 

2 

EVERGREEN  CEMETERY  ASSOCIATION 

2 

FAMILIESFIRST  INC 

1 

I-AMILY  BUILUtKSBY  AUUPIIUN 

FAMILY  SUPPORT  SVCS  OF  THE  BAY  AREA 

FAMILY  VIOLENCE  PREVENTION  FUND 

FARALLONES  MARINE  SANCTUARY 
ASSOCIATION 

FEED  THE  CHILDREN  INC 

FIFTH  STREAM  MUSIC 

ni  -  NATIONAL 

FIRST  5  ASSOCIATION  OF  CALIFORNIA 

FOOLSFURY  THEATER 

FORT  HELP 

FRED  FINCH  YOUTH  CENTER 

FRIENDS  OF  ST  FRANCIS  CHILDCARE  CENTER 

FRIENDS  OF  SUPPORT  SERVICES  FOR  THE 
ARTS 

FRIENDS  OF  THE  CHILDREN  SAN  FRANCISCO 

FRIENDS  OF  THE  FLEET  FOUNDATION 

FRIENDS  OF  THE  S  F  PUBLIC  LIBRARY 

FRIENDS  OUTSIDE 

GIRL  FEST  BAY  AREA 

GIRLSOURCE  INC 

GIRL  VENTURES 

GIVE  A  DOG  A  BONE 

GLIDE  COMMUNITY  HOUSING  INC 

GLOBAL  WOMEN  INTACT  INC 

GOLDEN  GATE  AUDUBON  SOCIETY 

GOLDEN  GATE  MEN'S  CHORUS 

GOLDEN  GATE  PERFORMING  ARTS  DBA  SF 
GAYM 

GOLDEN  GATE  SENIOR  SRVS 

GREEN  ACTION  FOR  HEALTH  &.  ENVIRON 
JUSTICE 

GREENINFO  NETWORK 

GRID  ALTERNATIVES 

HABITAT  FOR  HUMANITY 

HARM  REDUCTION  THERAPY  CENTER 

HAZELDEN 

HELLENIC  FEDERATION  OF  NORTHERN  CALIF 

HENRY  OHLHOFF  HOUSE 

HOMEBASE  THE  CTR  FOR  COMMON 
CONCERNS  INC 

HOPE  PRESERVATION  INC 

HUAYI  PERFORMING  GROUP 

HUMANITIES  WEST 

HUNTERS  POINT  BOYS  &  GIRLS  CLUB 

HYDE  STREET  COMMUNITY  SERVICES  INC 

IEDA 

ILLUMINATING  ENGINEERING  SOC  OF  NOR 
AMER 

IMMIRGRANT  LEGAL  RESOURCE  CENTER 

IMMUNE  ENHANCEMENT  PROJECT 

INDUSTRIAL  CLAIMS  ASSOC 

IN-HOME  SUPPORTIVE  SVCS  CONSORTIUM 
(IHSS 

INNER  CITY  ADOLESCENT  NETWORK  INC 

INSTITUTE  FOR  COMMUNITY  HEALTH 
OUTREACH 

INST1TUTO  LABORAL  DE  LA  RAZA 

INSTITUTO  PRO  MUSIC  A  DE  CALIFORNIA 

INTERCULTURAL  INSTITUTE  OF  CALIFORNIA 

INTERNET  ARCHIVE 

INTERNET  SEXUALITY  INFORMATION  SVCS 
INC 

IOANNIS  ADONIOU 

IRIS  CTR:  WOMEN'S  COUNSLNG  &  RECVRY 
SVC 

IRISH  ARTS  FOUNDATION 

JAMESTOWN  COMMUNITY  CENTER 

JAPANESE  COMMUNITY  YTH  CTR/NEW  WAYS 
WRKR 

JAPANTOWN  MERCHANTS  ASSOCIATION 

JAPANTOWN  TASK  FORCE  INC 

JESS  CURTIS/GRAVITY  INC 

JOBTRAIN 

JOINT  COMMISSION 

JONES  MEMORIAL  UNITED  METHODIST 
CHURCH 

K  P  O  O  -  FM  RADIO 

KHADRA  INTERNATIONAL  DANCE  THEATRE 

K1DANGOINC 

KINSHIP  CENTER 

KOREAN  AMERICAN  COMMUNITY  CENTER 

KOREAN  CENTER  INC 

KRONOS  QUARTET  KRONOS  PERF  ARTS  ASSOC 

LA  PLAYA  APARTMENTS 

LAMPLIGHTERS  THEATRE-  OPERA  WEST 
FOUNDAT 

LATINO  COMMISSION 

LEAP  IMAGINATION  IN  LEARNING 

LEARNING  SERVICES  OF  NORTHERN 
CALIFORNIA 

LEGAL  ASSISTANCE  FOR  SENIORS 

LESBIAN/GAY  CHORUS  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

LEVYDANCE  INC 

LIFETIME 

LINCOLN  CHILD  CENTER 

LITTLE  BROTHERS 

LITTLE  CHILDREN'S  DEVELOPMENTAL 
CENTER 

LLOYD'S  REGISTER  OF  SHIPPING 

LYRJC  HOUSING  ASSOCIATES 

MACCANDO  TENDERLOIN  YOUTH  TRACK 
CLUB 

MADCAT  WOMEN'S  INTERNATIONAL 
FESTIVAL 

MAGNIFICAT 

MAJTRJ  AIDS  HOSPICE 

MANALIVE  VIOLENCE  PREVENTION 
PROGRAMS 

MANDARTN  LANGUAGE  &  CULTURAL  CENTER 

MARCH  OF  DIMES  BIRTH  DEFECTS 
FOUNDATION 

MARIN  DAY  SCHOOLS 

MARINE  EXCHANGE  OF  THE  S  F  BAY  REGION 

MARKET  STREET  ASSOCIATION 

MARRIOTT  FOUNDATION 

MASSACHUSETTS  INSTITUTE  OF 
TECHNOLOGY 

MATTER  OF  TRUST  INC 

MAYBECK  FOUNDATION 

MEALS  ON  WHEELS 

MERCY  SERVICES  CORP 

METROPOLITAN  COMMUNITY  FOUNDATION 

MEXICAN  MUSEUM 

MIDSUMMER  MOZART  FESTIVAL 

MINDANAO  LILANG-LILANG 

M1RALOMA  EDUCATIONAL  ENRICHMENT 
PRGM  INC 

MISSION  COMMUNITY  FINANCIAL 
ASSISTANCE 

MISSION  COUNCIL  ON  ALCOHOL 
ABUSE/SPANISH 

MISSION  CREEK  HARBOR  ASSOCIATION  INC 

MISSION  MIRACLE  MILE  INC 

MISSION  YOUTH  SOCCER  LEAGUE 

MMG  FOUNDATION 

MOBILIZATION  AGAINST  AIDS  INTL  INC 

MOSQUITO  &  VECTOR  CONTROL  ASSOC  OF 
CALIF 

MUSCULOSKELETAL  TRANSPLANT  FNDTN 
(MTF) 

2 

MUSEUM  OF  CRAFT  &  FOLK  ART 

NACE  ftJTERNATIONAL 

NATIONAL  ASSOC  OF  CLEAN  WATER 
AGENCIES 

2 

NATIONAL  ASSOC  OF  PUBLIC  PENSION  ATTYS 

2 

NATIONAL  ASSOCIATION  OF  ADA 
COORDINATORS 

2 

NATIONAL  COMMUNITY  DEV  INSTITUTE 
(NCDI) 

1 

NATIONAL  COUNCIL  ON  ALCOHOLISM 

1 

NATIONAL  SAMOAN  CHIEFS'  COUNCIL 

1 

NATIONAL  SOCIETY  OF  BLACK  ENGINEERS 

4 

NATIONAL  WATER  RESEARCH  INSTITUTE 

1 

NATIVE  AMERICAN  AIDS  PROJECT 

1 

NATIVE  AMERICAN  HEALTH  CENTER 

1 

NATL  FNDTN  FOR  TEACHING 
ENTREPRENEURSHIP 

1 

NATL  NTWK  FOR  IMMIGRANT  &  REFUGEE 
RIGHTS 

1 

NEERHS  DBA  SEASHORE  TROLLEY  MUSEUM 

2 

NETWORK  FOR  GOOD  POWERED  BY 
GROUNDSPRJNG 

1 

NEW  ARTS  FOUNDATION 

1 

NEW  CENTURY  CHAMBER  ORCHESTRA 

1 

NIHONMACHI  LITTLE  FRIENDS 

1 

NOE  VALLEY  CHAMBER  MUSIC  SERIES 

I 

NONPROFIT  FINANCE  FUND 

1 

NON-PROFIT  HOUSING  ASSOC  OF  NORTHERN       |               1 

2 

CAL 

NOONTIME  CONCERTS 

NORTH  &  SOUTH  MARKET  ADULT  DAY  HLTH 
CORP 

NORTH  EAST  MEDICAL  SERVICES 

NORTH  OF  MARKET  NEIGHBORHOOD  IMPROV 
CORP 

NORTHERN  CA  &  WESTERN  NEVADA 
CHAPTER-AC1 

NORTHERN  CALIFORNIA  PSYCHIATRIC 
SOCIETY 

2 

NORTHWESTERN  UNIVERSITY  TRAFFIC 
INSTITUT 

1 

O  D  C  SAN  FRANCISCO 

OAKES  CHILDREN'S  CENTER  INC 

OAKLAND  ATHLETICS  COMMUNITY  FUND 

OTARRELL  SENIOR  HOUSING  INC 

OHLHOFF  RECOVERY  PROGRAMS 

OLD  FIRST  CONCERTS 

OPNET  COMMUNITY  VENTURES 

OUR  KIDS  FIRST 

OUT  OF  THE  CLOSET  THRIFT  STORES 

P  H  F  E  MANAGEMENT  SOLUTIONS 

PACIFIC  CHAMBER  SYMPHONY 

PACIFIC  INDUSTRIAL  &  BUSINESS  ASSOCIATIO 

PACIFIC  INSTITUTE 

PACIFIC  ISLANDERS'  CULTURAL  ASSOCIATION 

PARENTS  FOR  PUBLIC  SCHOOLS  OF  S  F  INC 

PAUL  DRESHER  ENSEMBLE 

PELICAN  MEDIA 

PENINSULA  HUMANE  SOCIETY 

PEOPLE  ORGANIZED  TO  WIN  EMPLOYMENT 
RIGHT 

PETS  ARE  WONDERFUL  SUPPORT 

PHILHARMONIA  BAROQUE  ORCHESTRA 

PHYSICIAN  FOUNDATION  -  CAL  PAC  MED  CTR 

PLANET  DRUM  FOUNDATION 

POCKET  OPERA  CO  THE 

POINTS  OF  LIGHT  FOUNDATION 

POLICE  EXECUTIVE  RESEARCH  FORUM 

POOR  MAGAZINE 

PORTLAND  CEMENT  ASSOC 

POWER  ASSOCIATION  OF  NORTHERN 
CALIFORNIA 

PREVENT  BLINDNESS  NORTHERN  CALIFORNIA 

PRISON  MATCH 

PRIVATE  INDUSTRY  COUNCIL  OF  S  F  INC 

PRO  ARTS  INC 

PRODUCT  POLICY  INSTITUTE 

PROGRESS  FOUNDATION 

PUBLIC  GLASS 

PUBLIC  INTEREST  CLEARINGHOUSE 

RAIL-VOLUTION 

RAINBOW  ADULT  COMMUNITY  HOUSING 

REBEKAH  CHILDREN'S  SERVICES 

RECLAIMING  COLLECTIVE 

REFUGEE  TRANSITIONS 

RUSSIAN  AMERICAN  COMMUNITY  SERVICES 

RUSSIAN  CENTER  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

S  F  AFRICAN  AMER  HISTORCL  &  CULTURAL 
SOC 

S  F  BAR  ASSOC  VOLNTR  LGL  SVCS  PGM/CROC 

S  F  BAR  ASSOCIATION  VOLUNTEER  LEGAL 
SVCS 

S  F  BOYS  CHORUS  CALIFORNIA  HALL 

S  F  EDUCATIONAL  SERVICES,  INC 

S  F  FIRE  FIGHTERS  LOCAL  798  DUES  (28) 

S  F  INDEPENDENT  FILM  FESTIVAL  INC 

S  F  LESBIAN/GAY  FREEDOM  BAND  INC 

S  F  LESBIAN/GAY  FREEDOM  DAY 
CELEBRATION 

S  F  MENTAL  HEALTH  EDUCATIONAL  FUNDS 

SALVATION  ARMY  SILVERCREST  SR 
RESIDENCE 

SAMUEL  MERR1TT  COLLEGE 

SAN  FRANCISCO  AIDS  FOUNDATION 

SAN  FRANCISCO  ART  INSTITUTE 

1 

SAN  FRANCISCO  BACH  CHOIR 

j 

SAN  FRANCISCO  BALLET  ASSO 

SAN  FRANCISCO  BLACK  CHAMBER  OF 
COMMERCE 

2 

SAN  FRANCISCO  CENTER  FOR 
PSYCHOANALYSIS 

SAN  FRANCISCO  CHAMBER  ORCHESTRA 

SAN  FRANCISCO  CHANTICLEER  INC 

SAN  FRANCISCO  CHORAL  ARTISTS 

SAN  FRANCISCO  CHORAL  SOCIETY 

SAN  FRANCISCO  COMMUNITY  POWER 

SAN  FRANCISCO  COMMUNITY  RECYCLERS 

SAN  FRANCISCO  CONTEMPORARY  MUSIC 
PLAYERS 

SAN  FRANCISCO  EDUCATION  FUND 

SAN  FRANCISCO  FRIENDS  OF  CHAMBER 
MUSIC 

SAN  FRANCISCO  GU-ZHENG  MUSIC  SOCIETY 

SAN  FRANCISCO  LIGHTHOUSE 

SAN  FRANCISCO  LOVEFEST 

SAN  FRANCISCO  LYRIC  OPERA 

SAN  FRANCISCO  MUSEUM  OF  CRAFT  & 
DESIGN 

SAN  FRANCISCO  MUSEUM  OF  MODERN  ART 

SAN  FRANCISCO  NETWORK  MINISTRIES 

SAN  FRANCISCO  PERFORMANCES,  INC 

SAN  FRANCISCO  POLICE  ACTrVTnES  LEAGUE 

SAN  FRANCISCO  SCHOOL  VOLUNTEERS 

SAN  FRANCISCO  SENIOR  CITIZENS  CENTER 

SAN  FRANCISCO  VETERANS  EQUITY  CENTER 

SAN  MATEO  COUNTY  CVB 

SAN  MATEO  COUNTY  ECONOMIC  DEVLPMNT 
ASSOC 

SCHOOLS  OF  THE  SACRED  HEART  -  SF 

SEIU  UNITED  HEALTHCARE  WORKERS  WEST  & 
JT 

SENECA  CENTER 

SEROLOGICAL  RESEARCH  INSTITUTE 

SF  DOMESTIC  VIOLENCE  CONSORTIUM 

SF  WOMEN'S  SOCCER  CLUB  DBA  SF 
NIGHTHAWKS 

SFJAZZ 

SFSINGS 

SHILOH  FULL  GOSPEL  CHURCH 

SMUIN  BALLETS 

SOCIAL  &  ENVIRONMENTAL  ENTREPRENEURS 

SOCIETY  OF  CALIFORNIA  ARCHIVISTS  INC 

SPECIALTY  VEHICLE  INSTITUTE  OF  AMERICA 

ST  BONIFACE  NEIGHBORHOOD  CENTER  INC 

ST  FRANCIS  LIVING  ROOM  FOUNDATION 

ST  JAMES  INFIRMARY 

ST  LUKE'S  HEALTH  CARE  CENTER 

ST  LUKE'S  HOSPITAL 

STANFORD  HOSPITAL  &  CLINICS 

STATE  HUMANE  ASSOC  OF  CAL 

STEINHART  AQUARIUM  CAL  ACAD  OF 

SCIENCES 

STERN  GROVE  FESTIVAL  ASSOCIATION 

STOP  AIDS  PROJECT  INC 

SUNNY  HILLS  SERVICES 

SUNSET  PARKSIDE  EDUCATION  &  ACTION 
COMMI 

SUNSET  RESIDENTS  ASSOCIATION 

SURFRTDER  FOUNDATION 

SURVIVORS  INTERNATIONAL 

SUSTAINABLE  SILICON  VALLEY 

TAPROOT  FOUNDATION 

TEAM-UP  FOR  YOUTH  INC 

TEMPLE  UNITED  METHODIST  CHURCH 

THE  BAY  INSTITUTE  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

THE  BLUES  AND  R  &  B  MUSIC  FOUNDATION 
INC 

THE  CENTER  FOR  COMMUNITY  LEGAL 
EDUCATION 

THE  CENTER  TO  PROMOTE  HEALTHCARE 
ACCESS 

THE  CONTEMPORARY  JEWISH  MUSEUM 

THE  CULTURAL  CONSERVANCY 

THE  DISPUTE  RESOLUTION  BOARD  FNDTN  INC 

2 

THE  ELECTRICITY  INNOVATION  INSTITUTE 

1 

THE  EXPANDING  YOUR  HORIZONS  NETWORK 


THE  FIRST  PLACE  FUND  FOR  YOUTH 

THE  IMAGINE  BUS  PROJECT 

THE  LANGUAGE  BANK 

THE  NEW  YORK  FIREFIGHTERS  SKIN  BANK 

2 

THE  SAN  FRANCISCO  SPCA 

THE  WATERSHED  PROJECT 

THE  WOMEN'S  FOUNDATION 

THE  YOSEMITE  FUND 

THICK  DESCRIPTION 

THIRD  BAPTIST  FOUNDATION  INC  (TBFI) 

TIDES  FOUNDATION/ST  PETER'S  HOUSING 
COMM 

TISSUE  BANKS  INTERNATIONAL 

TRANSGENDER  LAW  CENTER 

TRAVELERS  ATD  INTERNATIONAL  INC 

TUOLUMNE  COUNTY  CHIEFS  ASSOCIATION 

TUOLUMNE  RIVER  PRESERVATION  TRUST 

UNDER  ONE  ROOF  (NC 

UNION  SQUARE  ASSOCIATION 

UNION  SQUARE  BUSINESS  IMPROVMNT 
DISTRICT 

UNITED  CAMPS,  CONFERENCES  &  RETREATS 

UNITED  IRISH  SOCIETIES  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

UNITED  NEGRO  COLLEGE  FUND  INC 

UNIV  OF  THE  PACIFIC  SCHOOL  OF  DENTISTRY 

UPON  TOP 

UPRISING  COMMUNITY  PLUS 

URBAN  LAND  INSTITUTE  PUBLICATION  SALES 

USO  OF  NORTHERN  CALIFORNIA  INC. 

VIDA 

VANGUARD  PUBLIC  FOUNDATION 

VERMONT  LAW  SCHOOL  INC 

VICTOR  TREATMENT  CENTERS  INC 

VISITACION  VALLEY  JOBS  EDUCATION  & 
TRAIN 

VISITACION  VALLEY  JOBS  EDUCATION  & 
TRNG 

VLSUAL  AID 

VOLUNTEER  CENTER  OF  SILICON  VALLEY 

VOLUNTEERS  TO  SF  GEN  HOSPITAL  MED  CTR 

WALK  SAN  FRANCISCO 

WASHINGTON  TOXICS  COALITION 

WESTCOAST  CHILDREN'S  CLINIC 

WESTERN  ADDITION  SENIOR  CITIZENS  SVC 
CTR 

WESTERN  NEIGHBORHOODS  PROJECT 

WESTERN  PENSION  &  BENEFITS  CONFERENCE 

WESTWOOD  PARK  ASSOCIATION 

WHITNEY  YOUNG  CHILD  DEVELOPMENT 
CENTER 

WOMAN  INC 

WOMEN  IN  DIALOGUE 

WOMEN'S  AUDIO  MISSION 

WOMEN'S  INITIATIVE  FOR  SELF-EMPLOYMENT 

WORKER  RIGHTS  CONSORTIUM 

WORLD  SAVVY 

WORLD  TRADE  CLUB 

YANNIS  ADONIOU'S  KUNST-STOFF 

YERBA  BUENA  ALLIANCE 

VERBA  BUENA  ARTS  &  EVENTS 

YOUNG  AUDIENCES  OF  NORTHERN 
CALIFORNIA 

YOUNG  SCHOLARS  PROGRAM 

YOUTH  IN  FOCUS 

YOUTH  YOGA  DHARMA 

ZEUM 

Appendix  E 
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FOR  DCYF  PROGRAM  OFFICERS  ONLY  Enter  Code: 


Program  Officers  Double  Click  Here  to  Reveal  Forms(g) 


Program  Officers  Double  Click  Here  to  Hide  Formsfij) 


AGENCY  NAME: 
LEAD  PROGRAM  CONTACT: 
SECONDARY  PRGM.  CONTACT: 
DCYF  PROGRAM  OFFICER: 


PROGRAM  NAME: 
Phone:  Email: 

Phone:  Email: 


BACKGROUND 

The  Department  of  Children,  Youth  and  Their  Families  (DCYF)  developed  the  following  high  quality  program  standards  to  support  the  continuous 
improvement  of  its  funded  Afterschool  programs.  These  standards  were  developed  in  partnership  with  an  Advisory  Group  of  funded  agencies 
representing  the  group  of  programs  in  the  Afterschool  Cluster.  These  standards  are  rooted  in  a  youth  develop  framework,  which  is  a  research-based 
framework  that  focuses  on  five  supports  and  opportunities  related  to  positive  youth  development. 

These  five  supports  and  opportunities  create  an  environment  in  which  children  and  youth  can  learn  and  grow.  They  include:  Safety,  Relationship 
Building,  Youth  Participation,  Community  Involvement,  and  Skill  Building.  Each  of  the  supports  and  opportunities  in  section  I  through  V  of  this  document 
include  a  list  of  standards  and  indicators  that  will  allow  you  to  reflect  on  your  program's  quality  from  a  youth  development  lens. 

DEFINITIONS 
Youth  Development 

Youth  development  is  the  physical,  social,  and  emotional  process  all  young  people  experience  as  they  transition  from  childhood  to  adulthood.  During  this 
time,  young  people  seek  ways  to  meet  their  basic  needs  and  gain  the  knowledge  and  skills  necessary  to  lead  a  healthy  life. 

Youth  Development  Practices 

Youth  development  practices  are  the  practices  which  youth-serving  organizations  can  implement  to  ensure  that  the  young  people  in  their  programs 
receive  the  support  they  need  to  learn  and  grow.  These  practices  are:  providing  physical  and  emotional  safety,  creating  environments  where  young 
people  build  supportive  relationships  with  adults  and  their  peers,  providing  opportunities  for  meaningful  youth  participation,  community  engagement,  and 
skill-building. 

Standard 

A  standard  describes  what  we  want  children,  youth  and  families  to  experience  at  a  program.  It  is  a  practice  or  essential  element  of  programming  that  is 
widely  recognized  or  employed  especially  because  it  reflects  program  excellence.  Standards  provide  a  foundation  for  program  quality  and  a  benchmark 
for  professionalism  in  the  service  delivered. 

Indicators 

Indicators  are  the  practices  and  behaviors  that  signal  progress  towards  a  standard.  Programs  that  want  to  work  towards  developing  a  standard  should 
develop  activities,  practices  or  policies  that  would  lead  to  consistency  in  the  indicators  linked  to  the  standards. 

This  is  an  opportunity  for  you  to  self-assess  how  your  program  is  currently  meeting  the  updated  Out  of  School  Time  Minimum  Standards. 

There  are  a  total  of  8  Out-of-School  Time  Minimum  Program  Compliance  Standards,  with  one  or  more  indicators  for  each  standard. 
Please  take  the  time  to  carefully  read  the  Standards  and  reflect  on  what  your  program  is  currently  doing  to  meet  or  exceed  those 
Standards.  Then  explain  clearly  and  explicitly  how  your  program  is  meeting  each  of  the  indicators  as  prompted  below.  If  you  believe  that 
your  program  is  meeting  the  Standards  in  any  way  not  reflected  by  the  indicators,  please  explain  how  in  the  space  provided. 

Your  responses  will  be  carefully  reviewed  by  your  Program  Officer  in  preparation  for  the  upcoming  site  visit  where  they  will  meet  with  you 
and  your  staff  to  assess  your  program's  meeting  of  the  Minimum  Program  Compliance  Standards.  They  will  be  following  up  on  the 
responses  that  you  provide  here,  so  please  accurately  reflect  how  your  program  is  currently  meeting  the  Standards.  There  is  no  need  to 
exaggerate  your  program's  current  ability  to  meet  the  Standards,  because  the  Program  Officers  will  be  working  with  each  program  to 
create  a  plan  to  meet  those  Standards  not  currently  achieved. 

STEP  BY  STEP  DIRECTIONS: 

1 .  Save  this  file  onto  your  computer  with  a  file  name  that  includes  both  your  program  &  agency  name.  For  example:  the  Afterschool 
Program  funded  by  the  SF  Family  Connections  agency  can  save  the  file  as:  SF  Family  Connections-Afterschool  Program.doc 

2.  Enter  what  your  program  is  doing  to  meet  the  Standards  and  indicators  where  prompted.  There  are  fixed  spaces  for  your 
responses,  and  although  you  can  type  beyond  the  borders,  your  Program  Officer  will  not  review  any  text  that  exceeds  the 
available  space  (Approximately  200  words  for  each  response). 

3.  Once  the  Self  Assessment  Form  is  complete,  attach  it  to  an  email,  and  send  it  to  your  Program  Officer.   You  can  complete  this 
form  in  more  than  one  sitting,  only  don't  forget  to  save  your  file  after  each  time  you  add  or  make  any  changes  to  the  form. 

The  Deadline  for  this  Pre-Visit  Standards  Self-Assessment  is  September  29lh.  We  highly  encourage  you  to  return  this  completed  self- 
assessment  as  soon  as  possible.  This  will  provide  your  Program  Officers  ample  time  to  conduct  site  visits  and  work  with  you  on  meeting 
ihese  standards.  If  you  questions  on  how  to  complete  this  self-assessment,  please  contact  your  program  officer  directly. 


OUT-OF-SCHOOLTIME  MINIMUM  PROGRAM  COMPLIANCE  STANDARDS,  SELF 


MfrWIi'lHHl 


Safety  (Emotional  &  Physical):  Ensuring  a  program  environment  where  participants  are  physically  and  emotionally  secure 
respected  and  accepted  for  who  they  are. 


Standard  OST.1 


Program  promotes  a  peaceful  environment  within  the  program  by  using  strategies  and 
interventions  for  addressing  violence,  negative  comments,  and/or  physical  or  verbal  harassment; 
including  but  not  limited  to  a  young  person's  culture,  language,  ethnicity,  national  background, 
gender,  disability  or  sexual  orientation  when  it  does  occur. 


Indicator  OST.1. 1 


Program  rules  and/or  expectations  are  formally  communicated  to  participants  on  a  regular  basis. 


Enter  how  the  above  Indicator  is  being  met  by  your  program: 


Indicator  OST.1. 2 


Staff  are  trained  on  how  to  appropriately  intervene  when  program  rules  or  expectations  are  not 
followed. 


Enter  how  the  above  Indicator  is  being  met  by  your  program: 


Enter  any  other  ways  you  are  meeting  Standard  OST.1  that  are  not  captured  by  the  indicators: 


Relationship  Building:  Promoting  trust  and  confidence  between  participants  and  staff  in  a  supportive  environment  so  that 
young  people  can  experience  guidance  and  emotional  and  practical  support. 


Standard  OST.2 


Staff  are  trained  on  how  to  appropriately  intervene  when  program  rules  or  expectations  are  not 
followed. 


Indicator  OST.2. 1 


The  program  has  an  organized  system  for  staff  to  communicate  about  participants,  such  as  staff 
meetings,  daily  check-ins,  shared  participant  notes. 


Enter  how  the  above  Indicator  is  being  met  by  your  program: 


Enter  any  other  ways  you  are  meeting  Standard  OST.2  that  is  not  captured  by  the  indicator: 
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Standard  0ST.3 


Program  has  strategies  and  resources  to  ensure  effective  communication,  through  relevant  language 
and  culture,  of  information  about  the  program  and  community  resources  with  youth  and  families. 


Indicator  OST.3.1 


All  program  information,  such  as  applications,  rules,  schedules  and  brochures  are  translated  into  the 
languages  of  the  community  served. 


Enter  how  the  above  Indicator  is  being  met  by  your  program: 


Indicator  OST.3.2 


Program  activities,  events,  and  environment  show  an  understanding  and  respect  for  the  cultures  of  the 
program  participants. 


Enter  how  the  above  Indicator  is  being  met  by  your  program: 


Enter  any  other  ways  you  are  meeting  Standard  OST.3  that  are  not  captured  by  the  indicators: 


fouth  Participation:  Giving  participants  an  opportunity  to  play  a  meaningful,  active  role  in  their  program  so  that  young  people 
an  have  input  into  decision-making,  opportunities  for  responsibility  and  leadership,  and  feel  a  sense  of  ownership. 


itandard  OST.4 


Staff  provide  participants  with  opportunities  to  have  input  into  what  they  will  do  in  the  program  and 
during  activities. 


Indicator  OST.4. 1 


Program  schedules  allow  for  participants  to  make  choices  about  how  they  will  spend  some  of  their  time 
while  in  program. 


inter  how  the  above  Indicator  is  being  met  by  your  program: 


Indicator OST.  4.2 


The  program  has  structured  opportunities  for  youth  to  share  their  interests,  preferences,  and/or  satisfaction 
to  influence  the  format  or  content  of  program  services. 


inter  how  the  above  Indicator  is  being  met  by  your  program. 


inter  any  other  ways  you  are  meeting  Standard  OST.4  that  are  not  captured  by  the  indicators: 


OUT-OF-SCHOOL  TIME  MINIMUM  PROGRAM  COMPLIANCE  STANDARDS,  SELF  ASSESSMENT 


Community  Involvement:  Promoting  knowledge  building,  interaction  &  communication  with  the  community  so  that  young 
people  gain  an  understanding  of  the  greater  community  and  a  sense  of  being  able  to  make  a  positive  contribution  to  their 
community. 


Standard  OST.5 


Staff  utilize  community  assets  and  resources  (volunteers,  neighborhood  business,  local  parks, 
neighborhood  leaders,  other  service  providers)  to  strengthen  and  enhance  the  program. 


Indicator  OST.5. 1 


Community  residents  and/or  family  members  participate  in  the  program  as  presenters,  instructors, 
volunteers,  mentors  and  in  other  ways. 


Enter  how  the  above  Indicator  is  being  met  by  your  program: 


Indicator  OST.5.2 


Program  has  formal  strategies  to  inform  parents  and  youth  of  other  available  community  resources. 


Enter  how  the  above  Indicator  is  being  met  by  your  program: 


Indicator  OST.  5.3 


Staff  schedules  allow  for  time  to  participate  in  community  meetings  and  connect  with  other  institutions 
and  events  in  the  neighborhood. 


Enter  how  the  above  Indicator  is  being  met  by  your  program: 


Enter  any  other  ways  you  are  meeting  Standard  OST.5  that  are  not  captured  by  the  indicators: 
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Skill  Building:  Giving  participants  opportunities  to  strengthen,  explore,  and  practice  new  and  existing  skills  so  that  young 
leople  can  acquire  a  wide  array  of  skills  and  experience  a  sense  of  growth  and  progress. 


Standard  0ST.6 


Indicator  OST.  6.1 


Staff  consistently  communicate  high  expectations  and  challenge  young  people  to  do  their  best. 


Staff  use  a  range  of  approaches  to  promote  the  exploration  of  ideas  and  the  practice  of  new  skills. 


Enter  how  the  above  Indicator  is  being  met  by  your  program: 


Indicator  OST. 6.2 


Program  identifies  (formally  or  informally)  the  skill  that  youth  want  to  achieve  in  the  program. 


Enter  how  the  above  Indicator  is  being  met  by  your  program: 


Indicator  OST.6.3 


Program  has  strategies  to  assess  youth  progress  in  developing  identified  skills. 


Enter  how  the  above  Indicator  is  being  met  by  your  program: 


Indicator  OST. 6.4 


The  program  provides  structured  opportunities  to  acknowledge  the  achievements,  contributions,  and 
responsibilities  of  youth  (e.g.  group  presentations,  reflections,  exhibitions,  performances,  celebrations). 


Enter  how  the  above  Indicator  is  being  met  by  your  program: 


Enter  any  other  ways  you  are  meeting  Standard  OST.6  that  are  not  captured  by  the  indicators: 
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Special  Needs  Inclusion 


Standard  OST.7 


Participation  in  Inclusion  Training 

Program  Representative  participates  in  an  inclusion  training  provided  by  DCYF  and/or  its  community 
partners  on  an  annual  basis. 


Enter  how  OST.7  is  being  met  by  your  program: 


Standard  OST.8 


Practice  of  Inclusion 

Program  has  a  process  for  determining  the  reasonable  accommodations  needed  by  children  and  youth  with 
disabilities  to  participate  in  its  activities. 


Indicator  OST.8. 1  Program  has  a  documented  process  for  receiving  and  assessing  accommodation  requests. 


Enter  how  the  above  Indicator  is  being  met  by  your  program: 


Indicator  OST.8.2 


Staff  is  aware  of  the  legal  requirements  for  providing  reasonable  accommodations. 

■  Legal  requirements  for  reasonable  accommodations  are  included  in  new  staff  orientation. 

■  Annual  staff  development  activities  include  training  about  reasonable  accommodations. 


Enter  how  the  above  Indicator  is  being  met  by  your  program: 


Enter  any  other  ways  you  are  meeting  Standard  OST.8  that  are  not  captured  by  the  indicators: 


BEING  PROPOSITIONED  BY  THE 
SAN  FRANCISCO  UNIFIED  SCHOOL  DISTRICT 


The  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District  (the 
SFUSD)  has  authority  to  raise  money  by  placing 
initiatives  on  the  San  Francisco  ballot.  On  three 
recent  occasions  that  the  SFUSD  used  this  power- 
twice  to  issue  bonds  and  once  to  raise  a  parcel 
tax  to  boost  teacher  salaries-  San  Francisco's 
residents  supported  the  significant  advantages 
offered.  But  the  devil  is  in  the  details.  The  bond 
measures  each  included  $15  million  to  move  the 
School  of  the  Arts-  an  objective  the  SFUSD  had 
no  intention  of  meeting.  Similarly,  the  parcel  tax 
included  language  that  allows  the  SFUSD  to 
spend  millions  with  little  oversight  and  much 
discretion.  The  Jury  applauds  the  SFUSD's  skill  in 
using  propositions  to  raise  funds  but  warns  that  it 
risks  alienating  the  public  if  it  is  not  more 
scrupulous  in  its  explanation  of  where  the  money 
will  be  spent.  The  Jury  also  recommends  that  the 
SFUSD  or  the  City  or  both  create  a  structure  for 
reviewing  the  language  in  proposition  measures 
before  they  are  submitted  to  the  ballot;  failure  to 
do  so  ultimately  will  result  in  the  SFUSD  killing 
public  confidence  and  good  will-  the  food  that 
allows  the  goose  to  keep  laying  the  golden  eggs. 


The  Purpose  of  the  Civil  Grand  Jury 

The  Civil  Grand  Jury  is  a  government  watchdog  made  up  of  volunteers  who  serve 
for  one  year.  The  Civil  Grand  Jury  reports  with  findings  and  recommendations 
resulting  from  its  investigations.  The  investigated  agencies,  departments  or  officials 
are  required  by  the  California  Penal  Code  to  respond  publicly  within  at  most  90  days. 

The  nineteen  members  of  the  Civil  Grand  Jury  are  selected  at  random  from  a  pool  of 
thirty  prospective  jurors.  San  Francisco  residents  are  invited  to  apply. 

More  information  can  be  found  at: 

http://www.sfgov.org/site/courts  page.asp?id=3680,  or  by  contacting  the  Civil  Grand 

Jury  at  400  McAllister  Street,  Room  008,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


State  Law  Requirement 

Pursuant  to  state  law,  reports  of  the  Civil  Grand  Jury  do  not  identify  the  names  or 
provide  identifying  information  about  individuals  who  spoke  to  the  Civil  Grand  Jury. 

Departments  and  agencies  identified  in  the  report  must  respond  to  the  Presiding 
Judge  of  the  Superior  Court  within  the  number  of  days  specified,  with  a  copy  sent  to 
the  Board  of  Supervisors.  For  each  finding  of  the  Civil  Grand  Jury,  the  response 
must  either  (1 )  agree  with  the  finding,  (2)  disagree  with  it,  wholly  or  partially,  and 
explain  why.  Further,  as  to  each  recommendation  made  by  the  Civil  Grand  Jury,  the 
responding  party  must  report  either  that  (1)  the  recommendation  has  been 
implemented,  with  a  summary  explanation  of  how  it  was  implemented;  (2)  the 
recommendation  has  not  been  implemented,  but  will  be  implemented  in  the  future, 
with  a  time  frame  for  the  implementation;  (3)  the  recommendation  requires  further 
analysis,  with  an  explanation  of  the  scope  of  that  analysis  and  a  time  frame  for  the 
officer  or  agency  head  to  be  prepared  to  discuss  it  (less  than  six  months  from  the 
release  of  the  report);  or  (4)  that  recommendation  will  not  be  implemented  because  it 
is  not  warranted  or  reasonable,  with  an  explanation  of  why  that  is.  (California  Penal 
Code,  sections  933,  933.05). 
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Executive  Summary 

The  2008-2009  Civil  Grand  Jury  (the  Jury)  reviewed  three  recent  measures 
placed  on  the  ballot  by  the  San  Francisco  Unitied  School  District  (SFUSD)- 
Proposition  A  2003,  2006  and  2008.  In  each  case,  the  SFUSD  requested  that 
voters  pass  the  ballot  measure  so  that  the  SFUSD  could  raise  money  to 
meet  a  principal  objective.  The  2003  and  2006  measures  were  written  to 
raise  funds  for  construction  projects  to  meet  federally  required 
accessibility  standards.  The  2008  measure  authorized  the  SFUSD  to  raise 
funds  to  increase  teacher  salaries.  All  three  measures  were  approved  by 
voters  and  resulted  in  significant  advantages  for  the  SFUSD.  In  each  case, 
however,  the  ballot  initiatives  also  included  language  to  allow  the  SFUSD 
to  meet  other,  less  publicized,  less  central  and  more  problematic 
objectives.  The  investigation  exposed  that  SFUSD  used  location  of  the 
popular  School  of  the  Arts  (SOTA)  to  entice  support  for  the  2003  and  2006 
bond  measures.  Because  there  are  virtually  no  controls  on  the  manner  in 
which-  or  purposes  for  which-  the  SFUSD  inserts  such  additional  language, 
the  proposition  procedure  should  be  modified. 

Part  I  describes  the  history  of  the  SOTA's  location  and  the  continuing 
inability  of  SFUSD  to  make  a  decision  on  SOTA  and  act  on  it.  SOTA  has  a 
long  and  storied  history  of  failed  efforts  to  move  it  since  the  1989  Loma 
Prieta  earthquake.  The  school  now  remains  at  its  current  campus  while 
both  the  Van  Ness  and  Fell  St.  properties  continue  to  decay,  SFUSD 
remains  uncommitted  to  either  killing  the  project  or  refurbishing  the 
properties,  and  SFUSD  may  continue  to  manipulate  the  ballot  process. 

Part  II  of  this  report  deals  with  the  $30  million  in  bonds  set  aside  for  moving 
SOTA.  In  each  of  the  2003  and  2006  ballots,  SFUSD  included  language 
that  allowed  for  the  sale  of  $15  million  in  bonds  for  "rehabilitating  the 
complex  at  135  Van  Ness"  [which  includes  the  property  at  1 70  Fell  Street] 
in  order  to  allow  for  its  occupancy  by  the  School  of  the  Arts  (SOTA). 
Information  was  available  to  the  most  diligent  of  researchers-  but  not 
included  in  the  bond  measures-  that  made  clear  moving  SOTA  would 
cost  over  $100  million.  Less  public  was  the  fact  that  even  after  the  bonds 
were  authorized,  SFUSD  was  not  willing  to  spend  the  money  nor  provide 
the  leadership  necessary  to  mount  a  capital  campaign  as  described  in 
the  2003  ballot  so  that  the  school  could  actually  be  moved. 


Part  III  of  this  report  deals  with  the  2008  parcel  tax  measure.  SFUSD 
negotiated  with  the  teachers'  union,  the  United  Educators  of  San 
Francisco  (UESF),  to  use  the  proposition  process  to  raise  teacher  salaries 
with  proceeds  from  a  parcel  tax.  Two  things  went  wrong.  First  neither 
SFUSD  nor  UESF  disclosed  that  they  would  use  a  perverted  definition  of 
compensation.  Second,  the  proposition  was  written  with  the  collusion  of 
UESF  to  allow  the  SFUSD  to  spend  29%  of  the  funds  for  its  own  purposes 
beyond  anything  defined  as  teacher  compensation.  This  is  particularly 
disturbing  once  it  is  discovered  that  the  41%  of  the  collected  money  that 
would  go  to  teacher  salaries  will  be  dramatically  reduced  by  increases  in 
their  health  care  costs. 

Part  I      The  History  of  the  Location  of  SOTA 

Since  its  inception  the  location  of  the  School  of  the  Arts  (SOTA)  has  been  a 
political  football.  Many  people  think  that  the  school  should  be  in  the  Civic 
Center  area  where  the  arts  programs  of  the  City  reside.  The  concept  of 
SOTA  located  in  the  Civic  Center  has  always  appealed  to  the  voters.  The 
Jury  has  put  together  a  complete  description  of  the  many  plans  and 
discussions  regarding  the  location  of  SOTA  since  its  inception.  This 
document  is  Appendix  1  and  a  summary  is  presented  here. 

In  the  Beginning 

In  1982,  SFUSD  opened  a  new  school  housed  within  the  already-occupied 
McAteer  High  School  Campus  at  555  Portola  Drive  in  San  Francisco.  This 
new  school  was  to  be  a  magnet  school  for  the  arts,  long  the  dream  of  San 
Francisco  artist/activist  Ruth  Asawa  and  her  architect  husband,  Albert 
Lanier.  Two  schools  in  one  building  was  an  unsatisfactory  arrangement. 

After  the  1 989  Earthquake 

In  1990  Ruth  Asawa  and  her  husband  suggested  the  building  at  135  Van 
Ness  Avenue  would  be  a  good  location  for  SOTA,  in  close  proximity  to  the 
Civic  Center  with  the  art  museums,  Opera  and  Symphony.  However,  that 
building  and  the  adjacent  1 70  Fell  Street  had  suffered  extensive  damage 
in  the  1989  earthquake.  Between  1989  and  1995  the  SFUSD  and  FEMA 
argued  about  the  details  of  repairing  the  two  buildings  or  demolishing  170 
Fell.1  In  the  end  FEMA  awarded  funds  that  were  spent  ostensibly  to  build 
two  elementary  schools  and  SFUSD  Administration  moved  back  into  the 
damaged  135  Van  Ness  Avenue. 


The  Aftershocks 

In  1992  SOTA  was  moved  to  700  Font  Street,  a  vacant  elementary  school. 
The  move  was  always  considered  temporary  because  it  was  an 
elementary  school  and  was  ill  suited  to  serve  high  school  students.    It  was 
twelve  years,  numerous  eftorts  to  raise  money  for  SOTA,  and  waffling  on 
the  part  of  the  school  district  before  SOTA  was  moved  from  Font  back  to 
the  McAteer  then  empty  campus,  where  it  remains  today. 

In  1996  toward  the  beginning  of  the  process  to  move  SOTA  to  135  Van 
Ness  Avenue,  the  estimated  cost  of  repairing  the  building  was  $13.7 
million.2  The  most  recent  estimate  is  $140  million.3  The  machinations  of 
SFUSD  include  studies,  commissioned  plans4  set  aside  of  money  in  the 
budget  and  requests  for  money  by  the  ballot  to  move  SOTA5  multiple 
times.  SFUSD  has  taken  no  action  to  effect  the  move.  Nor  has  SFUSD 
decided  not  to  move  SOTA.  The  cost  rises  as  time  passes  and  SFUSD 
makes  no  decision.  It  is  time  to  make  a  final  decision  and  act  on  it. 
SFUSD  has  eleven  parcels  specifically  designated  as  surplus  property:  the 
ten  parcels  identified  by  the  CBRE  report  and  the  Font  St.  property  which 
has  been  on  the  market.  (See  Use  or  Lose  It:  A  Report  on  the  Surplus 
Property  Owned  by  the  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District) 

The  Jury's  surplus  property  report  contained  information  that  made  clear . 
there  were  no  impediments  to  SFUSD  selling  the  named  1 1  parcels  of  its 
surplus  property. 

Part  II    Proposition  A  2003  and  2006 

Administrators  at  SFUSD  generally  acknowledge  that  the  genesis  of 
Proposition  A  2003  was  a  1999  lawsuit.  The  SFUSD  became  the  defendant 
in  a  lawsuit  which  alleged  that  it  did  not  provide  disabled  students  the 
same  access  to  programs  as  it  did  to  the  general  student  population.6  A 
tremendous  amount  of  money  would  be  necessary  to  bring  the  schools 
into  compliance  with  federal  law.  Accordingly,  SFUSD  put  on  the  ballot  a 
measure  to  raise  the  needed  funds  through  the  proposition  process. 

The  2003  bond  measure  raised  $280  million  toward  making  specific 
improvements  to  specific  schools.7  The  measure  passed  in  November  of 
2003  and  by  2004,  SFUSD  had  entered  into  a  legal  settlement  to  bring  its 
facilities  into  compliance  with  federal  access  laws. 8  Besides  the  specific 


named  projects,  the  proposition  contained  money  to  move  SOTA. 
Proposition  A  2003  provides,  in  relevant  part,  as  tollows: 

"$15  million  is  being  included  specifically  for  the 
purpose  of  rehabilitating  the  complex  at  135  Van 
Ness  in  order  to  allow  for  its  occupancy  by  the 
School  of  the  Arts  ("SOTA").  The  District  will  not 
use  this  $15  million  of  bond  authorization  for  any 
other  purpose  except  for  the  SOTA  facilities 
described  herein.... 

"It  is  further  the  intention  of  the  District  that  these 
funds  be  used  upon  the  successful  completion  of 
a  capital  campaign  undertaken  by  SOTA 
supporters.  No  bonds  will  be  issued  for  work 
related  to  SOTA  until  the  Board  of  Education  has 
determined,  in  its  sole  discretion,  that  sufficient 
funds  exist,  in  total,  from  Federal,  State,  local  and 
donated  monies,  to  complete  the  desired 
project." 

Sufficient  funds  remain  available  upon  the  sale  of  surplus  property.  (See 
2008-2009  Jury  report,  on  surplus  property)  In  2003  the  voters  were  unable 
to  set  aside  $15  million  in  bond  authorizations  for  SOTA  or  without  funding 
hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars  to  begin  to  meet  federal  access 
requirements.  The  bond  measure  passed. 

In  2005  it  became  apparent  that  the  2003  bond  funds  were  running  out 
sooner  than  expected.  SFUSD  arranged  for  a  second  bond  measure  for 
$450  million  on  the  2006  ballot.9  Again,  the  text  of  the  proposition  set  aside 
$15  million  for  SOTA.  This  time,  however,  the  location  for  the  school  was 
less  definitive  and  there  was  no  requirement  for  a  capital  campaign: 

"The  District  proposes  to  use  $15  million  for 
rehabilitating  the  complex  at  135  Van 
Ness  Avenue  or  an  as-yet  unidentified 
alternative  site,  in  order  to  allow  for  its 
occupancy  by  the  School  of  the  Arts 
("SOTA")." 


Importantly,  each  ot  the  two  bond  requests  outlined  in  exquisite  detail 
exactly  what  work  was  to  be  done  on  which  schools  with  the  exception  ot 
SOTA.  Both  measures  were  very  vague  regarding  how  the  requested 
funds  would  be  spent  for  SOTA. 

The  Jury  was  unable  to  determine  the  reasons  that  the  $15million  for 
moving  SOTA  was  included  in  the  2003  Proposition  A,  nor  how  SFUSD 
decided  what  restrictions  to  put  on  the  use  of  the  money  that  would  be 
allocated  through  the  bond  measure. 

The  2006  bond  measure  was  different.  Interviews  with  key  SFUSD 
personnel  and  documents  make  clear  that  discussions  between  SOTA 
supporters  and  key  administration  officials  resulted  in  an  agreement 
whereby  SOTA  supporters  would  support  the  bond  measure  in  exchange 
for  the  $15  million  allocation  for  moving  the  school.  During  the 
negotiations,  SFUSD  conducted  research,  including  polling,  to  assess  (1) 
whether  the  support  from  SOTA  supporters  was  necessary  and  (2)  the 
minimum  amount  of  money  SFUSD  would  have  to  put  toward  moving 
SOTA  in  order  to  gain  the  votes  for  the  bond  of  the  school's  supporters. 
Therefore,  rather  than  allowing  a  straight  up  or  down  vote  on  SOTA, 
SFUSAD  manipulated  SOTA  supporters  to  vote  for  the  $280  million  bond 
measure. 

There  are  two  factors  that  distinguish  the  $15  million  allocation  in  the  2006 
bond  measure.  First,  SFUSD  and  the  SOTA  supporters  both  understood  that 
it  would  cost  well  over  $1 00  million  to  move  the  school  to  the  1 35  Van  Ness 
complex.  Unlike  the  2003  bond,  however,  there  was  no  requirement  in  the 
2006  bond  that  the  school  had  to  move  to  135  Van  Ness  as  a  prerequisite 
for  spending  the  $15  million.  Second,  there  is  ample  evidence  SFUSD  had 
no  intention  of  moving  SOTA  at  the  time  it  placed  the  2006  measure  on  the 
ballot.  Several  members  of  the  Board  of  Education  and  key  members  of 
the  administration  managing  facilities  have  acknowledged  there  was  no 
plan  to  do  so.  The  SFUSD's  study  looking  into  the  feasibility  of  moving  the 
school  to  135  Van  Ness  was  not  completed  until  2007.  Even  after  SFUSD's 
study  concluded  that  a  capital  campaign  could  succeed,  SFUSD  took  no 
steps  to  initiate  such  a  campaign  or  locate  a  person  willing  to  do  so. 


Part  III     Proposition  A  2008 

In  2008  the  SFUSD  in  collusion  with  United  Educators  ot  San  Francisco 
(UESF)  put  on  the  ballot  the  Quality  Teacher  and  Education  Act  as 
Proposition  A  2008,'°  in  order  to  improve  teacher  recruitment  and 
retention.  Proposition  A  was  to  generate  revenue  in  the  form  of  a  parcel 
tax  of  $198  per  parcel  of  land  within  the  city.  The  parcel  tax  would  be 
collected  from  July  1,  2008  until  July  1,  2028.  Senior  citizens  would  have  the 
opportunity  of  an  exemption.  The  monies  collected  from  the  parcel  tax 
would  be  adjusted  over  time  for  inflation. 

Then  City  Controller  Edward  Harrington  had  estimated  that  at  least  $28 
million  would  be  collected  in  the  first  year.  Prior  to  the  election,  an  MOU 
between  the  SFUSD  and  UESF  was  agreed  upon  with  specific  benefits  to 
be  provided.11  The  ballot  measure  also  included  funds  for  charter  schools 
and  allowed  for  "...compensation/stipends  and/or  benefits  to  other 
school  personnel"  and  "....technology  and  other  support  resources...." 

While  SFUSD  and  UESF  agreed  that  71 .3%  of  the  money  raised  by  the 
parcel  tax  would  go  to  teacher  compensation,  SFUSD  retained  the 
discretion  to  meet  other  priorities  with  the  remaining  28.7%  of  the  money 
raised.     Further,  only  41%  goes  to  teachers'  salaries. 


Teacher 

Salaries 

41* 


Other  Teacher 

"Compensation" 

300 

One 
Dollar 


'.     SFUSDl 
Discretior 


Your  Parcel  Tax  Dollar 

The  Board  of  Education  has  not  yet  authorized  the  payment  to  the  charter 
schools  nor  created  the  oversight  committee  described  in  the  measure. 
Since  this  money  was  raised  by  a  parcel  tax  and  not  a  bond  measure 


there  is  no  legally  required  structure  to  oversee  the  expenditure  of  the 
funds.  The  ballot  measure  simply  states  that  "An  independent  oversight 
committee  shall  be  appointed  by  the  Board  of  Education,"'2    leaving 
even  more  discretion  for  SFUSD  in  managing  the  money.  There  have 
been  problems  with  bond  oversight  by  SFUSD  in  the  not-so-distant  past, 
including  refusal  by  the  School  Board  to  allow  the  oversight  committee  to 
hire  an  auditor.13 

Once  again  it  is  important  to  note  the  detail  in  the  ballot  proposal  as  to 
exactly  how  the  requested  funds  would  be  expended.  Unlike  the  bond 
requests  of  2003  and  2006  only  general  information  is  provided.  This  is  true 
even  though  the  MOU  between  SFUSD  and  UESF  was  negotiated  prior  to 
putting  the  measure  on  the  ballot. 

Findings 

1 .  SFUSD  used  the  moving  of  SOTA  to  135  Van  Ness  as  a  ploy  to  garner 
votes  to  pass  bond  measures. 

2.  SFUSD  failed  to  publicly  disclose  the  estimated  cost  for  moving  SOTA 
when  asking  for  funds  in  2003  and  2006. 

3.  Currently,  the  SFUSD  has  demonstrated  no  consistent  intent  of  ever 
moving  SOTA  to  135  Van  Ness  Ave. 

4.  SFUSD  has  designated  as  surplus  10  parcels  by  the  CBRE  report  and 

1  more,  the  Font  St.  property,  all  named  in  the  2008-2009  Civil  Grand 
Jury  Report,  "Use  It  or  Lose  It:  A  Report  on  the  Surplus  Property 
Owned  by  the  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District.  "  Funds  from 
the  sale  of  the  surplus  property  would  facilitate  the  move  of  SOTA  to 
the  Civic  Center. 

5.  A  published  news  report  and  letters  to  the  editors14  of  the  major  San 
Francisco  newspapers  improperly  attribute  false  arguments  to  the 
Jury  and  raise  the  untrue  concern  that  there  are  deed  restrictions 
on  the  SFUSD  surplus-designated  property.  The  Jury's  efforts  to  level 
the  playing  field  with  corrections  and/or  retractions  have  not  yet 
been  heeded  by  the  press. 


6.  SFUSD  asked  for  funds  on  fhe  ballot  in  2008  for  "Quality  Teacher  and 
Education"  that  resulted  in  only  41%  of  funds  going  to  teacher 
salaries. 

Recommendations 

1 .  That  measures  placed  on  the  ballot  by  SFUSD  to  raise  money  have 
an  independent  review  of  the  wording. 

2.  That  the  SFUSD  in  clear,  concise,  and  specific  language  tell  the 
public  in  all  future  money  raising  measures  exactly  what  they  are 
going  to  do  with  the  money  raised. 

3.  That  SFUSD  commit  to  moving  SOTA  to  the  Civic  Center. 

4.  That  SFUSD  sell  the  1 1  parcels  described  in  Finding  4  to  fund  the 
move  of  SOTA  to  the  135  Van  Ness  complex  without  the  use  of  any 
further  bond  measures. 
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Glossary 

DSR  Damage  Survey  Report 

EIR  Environmental  Impact  Report 

FEMA  Federal  Emergency  Management  Agency 

LPAB  Landmark  Preservation  Advisory  Board 

PA  Programmatic  Agreement 

SFAH        San  Francisco  Architectural  Heritage 

SFUSD  The  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District 

SHPO  State  Historical  Preservation  Office 

SOTA        The  School  of  the  Arts 

VAPA        Visual  and  Performing  Arts 
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Historical  Outline 

In  1982  The  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District  (SFUSD)  opened  a  new 
school  housed  within  the  McAteer  High  School  Campus  at  555  Portola 
Drive  in  San  Francisco.  This  new  school  was  to  be  a  magnet  school  for  the 
arts,  drawing  students  from  throughout  the  SFUSD.  This  arts  focused  school 
had  long  been  the  dream  of  San  Francisco  artist  Ruth  Asawa  and  her 
husband.  The  new  school  was  named  "The  School  of  the  Arts"  (SOTA). 
SOTA  would  be  a  school  designed  specifically  around  the  arts.  SOTA's 
mission  statement  then  as  it  is  today  states: 

'The  Mission  of  the  SFUSD  Schooi  of  the  Arts  is  to  provide  a  specialized 
high  schooi  program  and  learning  environment  which  are  conducive  to 
creative  and  independent  thinking  and  artistic  and  academic  excellence 
for  promising  students  of  the  arts. ' 

By  1992  it  had  become  clear  to  all  involved  that  the  two  high  schools 
sharing  the  same  campus  was  not  working.  SOTA  needed  to  develop  its 
own  identity  on  a  separate  campus.  SFUSD  had  a  vacant  elementary 
school  campus  at  700  Font  St.  close  to  San  Francisco  State  University. 
SOTA  moved  to  the  Font  street  address  in  1992  to  establish  its  own 
identity.  The  Legislative  Analyst  Report  of  2007  stated  the  following  about 
the  Font  St.  campus: 

"However,  as  a  former  elementary  school,  the  Font  Street  facility 
was  ill  suited  to  SOTA,  and  the  move  to  Font  was  always  considered 
temporary..."2 

In  1992  the  Superintendent  of  SFUSD  and  the  Board  of  Education 
committed  to  finding  a  larger  facility  for  SOTA. 

"Affer  discussion,  it  was  determined  that  parcel  08 15001,  district  property 
135  Van  Ness  Avenue  (formerly  the  Newton  Tharp  School,  now  SFUSD 
administrative  offices)  and  170  Fell  Street  (formerly  High  School  of 
Commerce),  might  be  an  appropriate  site." 3 

Moving  SOTA  to  135  Van  Ness  Ave.  and  170  Fell  St.  was  fraught  with 
problems.  Both  135  Van  Ness  Ave.  and  170  Fell  St.  had  suffered  damage 
in  the  1989  Loma  Prieta  earthquake,  although  it  was  reported  at  the  time 
that  the  135  Van  Ness  building  had  suffered  less  damage  then  the  Fell 
Street  building.  According  to  the  State  Historical  Preservation  Office 
(SHPO)  and  Federal  Emergency  Management  Agency  (FEMA),  both 
buildings  were  collectively  listed  as  San  Francisco  Landmark  #140  and 
were  eligible  for  National  Register. 
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In  1990,  a  consultant  prepared  reports  on  the  teasibility  ot  repairing  and 
code  upgrading  135  Van  Ness,  originally  the  office  of  SFUSD  before  the 
Loma  Prieta  earthquake.  This  plan  was  found  to  be  feasible.  Plans  were 
prepared  for  the  selective  demolition  of  parts  of  1 70  Fell  St.  that  were  too 
damaged  for  repair.  While  the  move  back  to  135  Van  Ness  Ave  was 
physically  and  economically  possible  170  Fell  Street  was  a  different 
matter.  The  Fell  Building  had  suffered  major  damage  and  had  been  red 
tagged  by  the  San  Francisco  Bureau  of  Building  Inspections  because  of 
loss  of  lateral  load  bearing  strength.4  The  red  tag  status  of  170  Fell  Street 
meant  that  the  building  could  only  be  entered  with  restrictions.  The  170 
Fell  Street  building  could  not  be  occupied  until  the  red  tag  status  was 
changed.  This  status  has  never  been  changed  since  the  1989  Loma  Prieta 
earthquake.  Nor  has  any  repair  work  been  performed  on  170  Fell  Street. 

The  movement  back  to  135  Van  Ness  Ave.  was  possible  despite  the  fact 
that  the  building  initially  was  red  tagged  by  the  San  Francisco  Bureau  of 
Building  Inspection,  a  City  department.  Since  the  building  was  owned  by 
the  SFUSD  and  not  the  City  the  red  tag  was  changed  to  "secure" 
resulting  in  responsibility  for  the  building  moving  from  the  city  to  the 
SFUSD.5   A  1990  Damage  Survey  Report  (DSR)  by  the  Federal  Emergency 
Management  Agency  (FEMA),  recognized  that  the  building  was  owned 
by  SFUSD,  not  the  City6  and  also  assessed  the  building  as  "secure."  The 
changes  meant  SFUSD  could  plan  on  using  135  Van  Ness  Avenue  for  use 
as  office  space.6 

In  1990  SFUSD  moved  back  to  the  135  Van  Ness  Ave,  with  FEMA  covering 
the  cost.  In  addition,  FEMA  approved  the  cost  for  debris  removal  and 
emergency  protective  measures  for  135  Van  Ness  Ave.  and  170  Fell 
Street.7  At  that  time  SFUSD  wanted  to  use  the  135  Van  Ness  Ave.  building 
for  administrative  offices.  But  as  time  went  on  things  began  to  become 
complicated  regarding  135  Van  Ness.  SFUSD  wanted  to  fix  135  Van  Ness 
to  a  standard  that  would  allow  occupation  by  students.  SFUSD  disagreed 
with  the  initial  DSR  generated  by  FEMA  that  had  been  approved  by  SHPO 
(State  Historical  Preservation  Office).  SFUSD  wanted  to  strengthen  the 
building,  as  required  to  use  the  building  as  a  school,  but  FEMA  would  not 
pay  for  this  work,  but  only  for  the  move  back  to  1 35  Van  Ness  Ave. 

In  the  same  year,  (1990),  during  an  award  ceremony  for  Ruth  Asawa,  Ms. 
Asawa  and  her  husband  broached  the  idea  of  using  135  Van  Ness  Ave. 
for  SOTA.  A  subsequent  letter  from  Barkley,  Attorney  at  Law8,  to  Interested 
Parties,  Section  106  Process  Dec  14,  1996  speaks  to  the  issue.  It  was  felt 
that  locating  SOTA  in  the  Civic  Center  within  the  arts  community  of  The 
Opera  House  and  Davies  Symphony  Hall  would  bode  well  for  SOTA. 
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In  1991  FEMA  indicated  that  the  cost  of  suggested  repairs  for  170  Fell 
Street  would  exceed  50%  of  the  cost  of  replacing  the  building  and  that 
FEMA  would  not  pay  for  repairs,  but  just  for  replacement,  a  lower 
amount.9  That  same  year  FEMA  said  that  135  Van  Ness  and  170  Fell  were 
eligible  for  National  Register. 

In  late  1991  SFUSD  requested  an  "Alternate  Project"  status.10  This  meant 
that  SFUSD  could  use  the  FEMA  funds  for  another  project,  in  this  case  the 
construction  of  two  elementary  schools.  The  cost  of  the  two  elementary 
schools  would  be  more  than  14  million  dollars  to  construct.  In  response  to 
the  SFUSD  "Alternate  Project"  FEMA  informed  the  SFUSD  that  1 70  Fell  Street 
was  eligible  for  the  National  Register.  FEMA  also  informed  SFUSD  that  new 
cost  estimate  to  replace  170  Fell  Street  was  beyond  FEMA's  previous 
estimate.  At  this  time  there  were  no  future  plans  of  what  to  do  with  1 70 
Fell  St.  The  135  Van  Ness  building  was  not  discussed  in  the  letter  from 
FEMA. 

In  1993  FEMA  requested  from  SFUSD  a  status  report  on  170  Fell  Street."  This 
was  done  so  that  FEMA  could  make  a  fair  funding  decision.  The  status 
report  was  delayed  because  the  position  of  Facilities  Director  in  SFUSD  was 
vacant  for  a  year. 

Correspondence  available  in  the  SHPO  files  and  the  DSR's  from  this  time 
period  relating  to  SOTA  indicate  that  SFUSD  prepared  a  bond  proposal  in 
1993  to  cover  several  related  school  constructions  and  upgrades.12  The 
bonds  included  an  estimated  cost  for  several  schools  including  a  SOTA 
site.  SOTA  already  existed  at  the  time  at  the  Font  Campus ,  an  inferior  site 
that  did  not  meet  SOTA's  educational  needs.  The  bond  proposal  was 
Proposition  A  which  passed  in  1994.  Proposition  A  said: 
" fo  provide  the  School  of  the  Arts  with  a  more  suitable  building " 

At  this  point  SFUSD  knew  that  FEMA  funding  could  not  cover  the  move  of 
SOTA  to  135  Van  Ness  Ave.;  nevertheless,  prior  to  placing  the  measure  on 
the  ballot  SFUSD  had  already  allocated  10  million  for  SOTA's  move.13  This 
10  million  was  allocated  with  the  thought  that  FEMA  would  provide 
funding  for  the  damage  repairs  on  135  Van  Ness  Ave.  and  170  Fell  Street. 
The  total  cost  at  this  point  for  the  SOTA  project  was  $23  million  dollars.14 

In  November  1994  many  architectural  firms  submitted  responses  to 
"Request  for  Proposal"  which  specified  renovation  of  135  Van  Ness  Ave. 
and  170  Fell  Street  for  the  new  SOTA.15  During  the  same  period  a  meeting 
between  SFUSD,  FEMA  and  SHPO  took  place.  At  this  meeting  SFUSD 
pointed  out  that  they  no  longer  wanted  to  demolish  1 70  Fell  Street  but 
instead  wanted  the  complex  to  be  a  K-12  school  for  the  arts.16  Because 
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the  new  proposal  would  be  an  "Improved  Project"  under  FEMA 
regulations,  funding  would  be  used  to  improve  the  status  of  the  buildings 
and  repair  them.  FEMA  informed  the  SFUSD  that  it  would  only  provide  75% 
of  the  estimated  cost  to  repair  and  SFUSD  would  have  to  cover  the  rest  of 
the  costs.17 

In  1995  FEMA  approved  SFUSD  cost  estimate  in  excess  of  9  million  dollars 
for  repairs,  hazardous  material  abatement  and  seismic  upgrade.  This 
included  handicap  access  to  170  Fell  Street.  In  March  of  1995  SFUSD  hired 
an  Arts  Education  consultant  who  stated,  before  the  studies  on  the 
buildings  were  completed  by  Gordon  Chong  Architects,  that  demolishing 
of  1 70  Fell  Street  would  be  necessary  if  the  vision  for  SOTA-was  to  be 
possible.'8  In  1995  SFUSD  engaged  the  services  of  Gordon  Chong 
architects  to  make  135  Van  Ness  Avenue  and  170  Fell  Street  seismically 
safe. 

In  1995  Gordon  Chong  Architects  prepared  for  SFUSD  two  conceptual 
designs.  The  two  plans  were  called  "Blue  Scheme"  and  "Sepia  Scheme" 
"Blue  Scheme"  called  for  the  renovation  of  both  135  Van  Ness  Ave.  and 
1 70  Fell  Street  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1 72  million.  The  "Sepia  Scheme" 
called  for  renovation  of  135  Van  Ness  Ave.  and  the  demolishing  of  1 70  Fell 
Street  and  the  estimated  cost  was  $143  million.  Neither  the  "Blue  Scheme" 
nor  the  "Sepia  Scheme"  called  for  renovation  of  the  on  site  Norse 
auditorium  within  135  Van  Ness  Ave.,  which  was  estimated  at  a  separate 
sum  of  $29  million.19 

In  March  1995  SFUSD  hired  Chong  Architects,  who  had  prepared  the  Blue 
and  Sepia  Schemes  for  the  project.  By  June  of  1995  it  was  clear  that  SOTA 
would  not  fit  into  the  existing  complex  i.e.  135  Van  Ness  Ave.  and  1 70  Fell 
Street.20 

There  were  many  meetings  and  much  discussion  between  SFUSD,  SHPO, 
FEMA,  LPAB  (Landmark  Preservation  Advisory  Board)  and  San  Francisco 
Heritage  over  plans  for  135  Van  Ness  Ave.  and  170  Fell  Street  in  1996. 
These  discussions  centered  on  the  idea  of  saving  1 70  Fell  St.  as  opposed  to 
demolition.  In  1990  SFUSD  received  Landmark  status  for  170  Fell  Street. 
However,  SFUSD  wanted  1 70  Fell  Street  to  be  demolished  if  SOTA  was  to 
succeed.  Once  it  received  landmark  status  it  would  become  very  difficult 
for  the  SFUSD  to  demolish  170  Fell  Street. 

In  April  of  1997  FEMA  approved  the  pending  project  with  the  completion 
of  the  Environmental  Impact  report  and  a  Section  106  historic  review. 
Estimated  cost  for  SOTA  was  $40  million.21  SFUSD  anticipated  $10  million 
from  FEMA  for  1 70  Fell  Street  (this  would  be  for  demolition  and  replacing 
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the  building),  $2  million  from  FEMA  for  135  Van  Ness  Ave.  repairs,  and  $24- 
27  million  from  school  bonds  approved  by  voters  in  the  1994.  FEMA 
approved  the  DSR  cost  and  established  a  75%  FEMA  funding  cost,  as 
required  for  an  Alternate  Project  Plan. 

"By  the  end  of  1997  the  draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR)  was 
published  for  public  comment.  The  construction  and  demolition  was  to 
start  in  1998  and  finish  in  2000  with  a  budget  of  $46  million.  FEMA  funding 
was  for  the  amount  of  $14  million  and  the  bond  issues  funding  was  $32 
million.  This  plan  was  not  supported  by  SHPO  because  a  Section  106 
process  was  not  finished  yet  and  FEMA  might  still  not  approve  the 
project."22  This  plan  would  only  work  if  1 70  Fell  St.  was  demolished  which 
put  the  preservationists  in  a  highly  defensive  mode. 

By  1998  the  consultation  process  was  stalled.  At  this  time  FEMA  asked 
SFUSD  to  submit  another  request  for  Revised  Improved  Project.  During  this 
period  SFUSD  was  planning  to  buy  a  new  building  and  relocate  the 
occupants  of  135  Van  Ness.  The  proposal  was  to  earmark  the  money 
allocated  to  relocate  SFUSD  staff  to  a  new  building  and  make  room  for 
SOTA.  FEMA  funds  would  be  used  to  move  the  SFUSD  to  a  new  office 
building.  The  project  was  approved  in  a  letter  dated  September  27,  1999. 
A  total  of  $15  million  was  approved  for  the  complex.23 

In  December  of  1999  the  SFUSD  took  the  following  action  at  School  Board 
meeting: 

(9/2-  14W6  -  Action)  Authorization  to  Reserve  the  property  located  at  170 

Fell  Street  for  the 

School  of  the  Arts  and  to  allocate  a  portion  of  the  $27,000,000  set  aside  by 

Resolution  No.  94- 

27A12  for  "mothballing"  of  the  said  property.  (912-14W7  -  Action) 

Incorporation  of  Seismic  Improvement  at  170  Fell  Street  Site  into  Existing 

Design  Contract  for  School  of  the  Arts  at  135  Van  Ness  Avenue. 24 

It  seemed,  judging  by  the  board  resolution  above,  that  at  least 
some  actions  regarding  135  Van  Ness  and  170  Fell  Street  would  begin  but 
nothing  was  happing.  A  letter  from  Eureka  Valley  Trails  &  Art  Network,  an 
art  foundation  in  San  Francisco  headed  by  the  same  artist  who  suggested 
the  project,  was  sent  to  FEMA  and  to  all  parties  involved  in  the 
consultation  process.  They  said  that  FEMA  money  was  supposed  to  go  for 
SOTA,  and  that  that  was  the  resolution  that  the  former  SFUSD  board 
made.  They  also  said  that  the  new  board  should  respect  the  earlier  plan 
by  keeping  the  money  and  using  it  for  SOTA.  Later,  there  were  several 
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presentations  for  the  public  held  at  Landmark  Preservation  Advisory  Board 
(LPAB)  that  explained  the  new  plan.  The  minutes  of  the  last  meeting  of  the 
SOTA  task  force  (August  10,  1999),  20  state  that  the  SOTA  project  would 
start  in  two  years  that  for  two  years  the  buildings  would  be  used  by  SFUSD 
to  save  funds  on  rent,  and  that  SOTA  would  stay  in  its  current  place  for 
three  years.  By  the  end  of  the  three  years,  the  complex  on  Van  Ness  Ave. 
and  Fell  St.  would  be  ready  for  them  to  move  in. 25 

In  the  midst  of  these  discussions  a  new  School  Board  was  elected  with 
substantially  different  ideas  about  SOTA  and  170  Fell  Street.  The  new 
board  had  a  public  hearing  in  which  they  told  the  public  that  FEMA 
money  was  earmarked  for  SOTA  and  that  they  would  mothball  1 70  Fell 
Street  until  such  time  as  funds  were  found  to  fully  rehabilitate  1 70  Fell 
Street.26 

On  February  8,  2000  at  a  Regular  Meeting  of  SFUSD  School  Board  the 
following  resolution  were  passed.  (02-08W3-Action)  Approved  to  use  135 
Van  Ness  block  for  school  of  the  Arts. 

TUESDAY,  MARCH  14,  2000 

Resolutions  on  Consent  Calendar  Removed  at  Previous  Meeting  for 
Second  Reading 
01-25W6  -  School  of  the  Arts  Plan 

Public  speakers  to  01-25W6  (and  the  following  two  resolutions)  were 
Dorice  Murphy,  Ruth  Asawa,  Al  Lanier,  and  Jim  Haas. 
01-25W6  was  adopted  by  6  ayes,  I  absent  (Commissioner  Dr.  Owens). 
02-08W3  -  Approval  to  use  135  Van  Ness  Block  for  School  of  the  Arts 
(SOTA) 

02-08W3  was  adopted  by  6  ayes,  I  absent  (Commissioner  Dr.  Owens). 
02-08W4  -  School  of  the  Arts  Adoption  of  Alternative  B,  Variant  2,  3,  or  4 
02-08W4  was  adopted  by  6  ayes,  I  absent  (Commissioner  Dr.  Owens).27 
It  seemed  that  the  new  School  Board  was  well  on  their  way  in  support  of 
moving  SOTA  to  135  Van  Ness  Ave. 

In  the  Fall  of  2000  Yvonne  McClung,  the  then  Principal  of  SOTA,  said  the 
following,  "Beginning  in  the  Fall  of  1993  a  new  position  of  Artistic  Director 
was  created  in  the  S.F.U.S.D.  Presently,  we  are  expanding  our  arts 
curriculum  as  we  plan  for  our  move  to  135  Van  Ness." 28 

By  2001  the  Programmatic  Agreement  (PA)  was  signed  and  about  95%  of 
the  SOTA  plan  was  done.  By  the  end  of  2001  two  things  happened  which 
again  created  problems  for  SOTA.  The  homeless  broke  into  1 70  Fell  Street 
and  SFUSD  was  without  a  Facilities  Manager.  Not  having  a  Facilities 
Manager  left  the  projects  on  hold  and  without  attention.29 
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On  June  3,  2002  the  San  Francisco  Architectural  Heritage  (SFAH)  held  a 
meeting  at  555  Franklin  (SFUSD  Administrative  Office)  concerning  the 
disposition  of  135  Van  Ness  and  170  Fell  Street.  In  the  SFAH  document  it 
stated  the  following,  "Long  ago,  the  School  District  slated  these  buildings 
(including  Landmark  1 40  and  contributory  to  Civic  Center  Historical 
district)  to  be  rehabilitated  to  house  the  School  of  the  Arts." 

In  February  2002  SHPO  sent  a  letter  to  FEMA  stating  the  SFUSD  had 
neglected  1 70  Fell  St.  and  compromised  the  buildings  historical  integrity. 
The  SHPO  pointed  out  in  a  memo  in  2002,  "...there  is  a  mountain  of 
evidence  in  public  record  that  indicates  that  the  SFUSD's  desire  to 
demolish  this  building  accounts  for  the  history  of  neglect."30  This  meant 
that  the  historical  nature  of  the  building  could  only  be  maintained  through 
mothballing.  Mothballing  is  done  to  protect  a  building  from  pests,  allow  for 
proper  ventilation,  securing  the  building  and  asbestos  removal. 

Mothballing  started  in  November  of  2002.  Since  SFUSD  had  not  conformed 
to  the  PA,  FEMA  could  have  required  SFUSD  to  repay  the  $15  million  they 
were  given.  SFUSD  was  in  no  shape  to  repay  the  money  and  FEMA  and 
SHPO  did  not  require  them  to  pay  the  money  back.  Instead  they  gave 
SFUSD  until  February  2003  to  complete  mothballing.  SFUSD  finished 
mothballing  170  Fell  Street  in  2003  and  135  Van  Ness  Avenue  was  being 
used  for  offices.  At  this  point  nothing  was  being  done  about  SOTA. 

In  2002  McAteer  High  School  was  closed  by  the  SFUSD.  Once  McAteer 
was  closed  SOTA  was  moved  from  Font  St.  back  to  its  initial  site,  the  old 
McAteer  campus  at  555  Portola  Drive.  SOTA  is  currently  housed  at  the  555 
Portola  site. 

In  the  Lowell  High  School  paper  in  February  2002  the  following  was  said. 

The  move  to  the  Portola  campus  is  temporary,  according  to  district 
assistant  superintendent  to  high  schools  Frank  Tom.  SOTA  students  will  use 
McAteer  facilities  until  the  district  allocates  further  funds  to  build  the  new 
SOTA  campus  at  Van  Ness.  The  move  to  the  Portola  campus  is  temporary, 
according  to  district  assistant  superintendent  Frank  Tom".3] 

At  a  meeting  of  the  South  East  Community  Facility  Commission 
"Commissioner  Brown  thanked  Dr.  Ackerman  for  meeting  with  the 
Commission  and  thanked  her  for  the  difference  she  has  made  to  the 
children.  Commissioner  Brown  wanted  to  know  the  status  of  the  SOTA 
School.  Dr.  Ackerman  stated  they  are  still  committed  to  doing  SOTA  but 
they  are  going  to  have  to  go  back  to  the  voters  to  get  the  money  to  build 
the  new  school,  which  is  expected  to  be  at  135  Van  Ness.  The  SOTA 
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school  at  the  present  time  is  housed  at  McAteer  to  enable  the  student 
population  to  grow  in  size  without  difficulty."32 

In  2003  the  SFUSD  put  Proposition  A  on  the  San  Francisco  General  Election 
Ballot.  Proposition  A  2003  stated  the  following: 

School  of  the  Arts 

$15  million  is  being  included  specifically  for  the  purpose  of  rehabilitating 
the  complex  at  135  Van  Ness  in  order  to  allow  for  its  occupancy  by  the 
School  of  the  Arts  ("SOTA").  The  District  will  not  use  this  $15  million  of  bond 
authorization  for  any  other  purpose  except  for  the  SOTA  facilities 
described  herein.  The  cost  of  the  SOTA  project  will  include  its  share  of  the 
costs  of  bond  issuance,  architectural,  engineering  and  similar  planning 
costs,  construction  management,  legal  costs  and  other  costs  ordinarily 
chargeable  to  capital  accounts  under  applicable  law  and  a  customary 
contingency  for  unforeseen  design,  construction  and  other  permitted 
costs.  It  is  further  the  intention  of  the  District  that  these  funds  be  used  only 
upon  the  successful  completion  of  a  capital  campaign  undertaken  by 
SOTA  supporters.  No  bonds  will  be  issued  for  work  related  to  SOTA  until  the 
School  Board  has  determined,  in  its  sole  discretion,  that  sufficient  funds 
exist,  in  total,  from  Federal,  State,  local  and  donated  monies,  to  complete 
the  desired  project. 

In  July  of  2004  according  to  Proposition  A  2003  Bond  Oversight  committee 
the  bonds  for  SOTA  have  never  been  sold. 

The  San  Francisco  Broad  of  Supervisors  voted  10  to  1  to  place  on  the 
November  2004General  Election  ballot  Proposition  B.  This  stated: 

Shall  the  City  borrow  $60,000,000  to  buy,  renovate  or  preserve  historical 
resources  owned  by  the  City  or  the  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District? 
Within  the  legal  text  of  proposition  B  was  the  following  sentences: 
"City  proposes  to  issue  up  to  $60,000,000  in  general  obligation  bonds  to 
help  finance  the  acquisition,  rehabilitation,  renovation,  improvement, 
construction  or  preservation  of  these  historical  resources  and  structures 
benefiting  historic  resources." 

" the  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District's  School  of  the  Arts  - 

Auditorium " 


In  2006  the  SFUSD  put  another  Proposition  A  on  the  ballot  stating  the 
following: 
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School  of  the  Arts 

The  District  proposes  to  use  $15  million  for  rehabilitating  the  complex  at 
135  Van  Ness 

Avenue  or  an  as-yet  unidentified  alternative  site,  in  order  to  allow  for  its 
occupancy  by  the  School  of  the  Arts  ("SOTA").  The  cost  of  the  SOTA 
project  will  include  its  share  of  the  costs  of  bond  issuance,  architectural, 
engineering  and  similar  planning  costs,  construction  management,  legal 
costs  and  other  costs  ordinarily  chargeable  to  capital  accounts  or 
otherwise  permitted  by  law  and  a  customary  contingency  for  unforeseen 
site  acquisition,  design,  construction  and  other  permitted  costs. 

According  to  SFUSD  and  the  Bond  Oversight  committee  these  bonds  also 
have  not  been  sold. 

In  2006  SFUSD  developed  the  Art  Education  Master  Plan;  School  of  the  Arts 
was  mentioned  in  the  plan  three  times. 

"There  is  continued  progress  toward  moving  SOTA  from  its  current  site  on 
the  McAteer  campus  to  the  Civic  Center/ Arts  Corridor  at  1 35  Van  Ness 
Ave."  33 

"VAPA  [Visual  and  Performing  Arts]  needs  resources,  adequate  space 
and  amenities  to  fulfill  its  duties.  The  VAPA  office  will  move  to  SOTA  on  the 
McAteer  campus  in  August  2006,  then  to  135  Van  Ness  when  SOTA 
relocates  there."  34 

"SOTA,  opened  in  1982,  currently  operates  at  McAteer  High  School  and  is 

slated  to  move 

to  1 35  Van  Ness  Avenue,  where  it  will  take  its  place  as  a  part  of  the 

downtown  Civic 

Center  arts  corridor.  This  new  location  will  enable  students  to  readily  catch 

the  world-class 

performances  and  exhibitions  San  Francisco  has  to  offer,  both  in  the 

immediate 

neighborhood  and  made  accessible  by  public  transit".35 

Once  more  SOTA  is  mentioned  as  moving  to  135  Van  Ness  with  no 

discussion  of  the  resources  needed  to  move  SOTA  . 

In  2005-2007  an  additional  architectural  study  was  performed  to  re-price 
moving  SOTA  to  135  Van  Ness  and  it  was  discovered  that  estimates  were 
now  in  the  range  of  $140  million  dollars. 36 
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To  complete  this  history  it  is  important  for  the  reader  to  know  that  not  one 
person  whom  the  members  of  the  Grand  Jury  interviewed,  whether  they 
were  on  the  Bond  Oversight  Committee,  School  Board  Members,  Mayors 
Office,  SFUSD  Real  Estate  Office  or  employed  by  the  SFUSD,  believed  that 
SOTA  would  ever  be  moved  to  135  Van  Ness  Ave. 


All 
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Appendix  2 
Excerpt  of  Proposition  A  2003* 


*Entire  Proposition  available  at: 
http://sfpl4.sfpl.ora/pdftiles/November4  2003.pdf 
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LEGAL  TEXT  OF  PROPOSITION  A 


BALLOT  LANGUAGE  SUMMARY 

November  4. 2003.  "Proposition  A".  San  Frandsm 
Unified  School  District 

Shall  the  San  Francisco  Unified  School 
District  repair  and  rehabilitate  its  facilities  to 
current  accessibility,  health,  safety  and  instruc- 
tional standards,  replace  worn-out  plumbing, 
electrical  and  other  major  building  systems, 
replace  aging  healing,  ventilation  and  air  han- 
dling systems,  renovate  outdated  classrooms 
and  other  training  facilities,  construct  facilities 
to  replace  bungalows,  by  issuing  $295  million 
in  bonds,  at  legal  interest  rates,  with  guaranteed 
annual  audits,  citizens'  oversight  and  no  money 
for  school  administrators'  salaries? 


Bonds  -  Yes 


Bonds  -  No 


FULL  TEXT  OF  PROPOSITION  A 

This  full  text  of  the  ballot  proposition  shall 
be  reproduced  in  any  official  document 
required  to  contain  the  full  statement  of  the 
bond  proposition. 

The  specific  school  facilities  projects  that  the 
San  Francisco  Unified  School  District  proposes 
to  finance  with  proceeds  of  bonds  authorized 
by  this  proposition  (the  "Bond  Project  List") 
are  listed  in  the  following  pages,  which  is  an 
integral  part  of  the  proposition.  The  Bond 
Project  List  was  developed  by  the  Board  upon 
evaluation  of,  among  other  factors,  safety,  class 
size  reduction,  and  information  technology 
needs.  Each  listed  project  may  include  a  share 
of  bond  issuance  costs,  architectural,  engineer- 
ing, and  similar  planning  costs,  construction 
management,  relocation  costs,  legal  costs  and 
other  costs  ordinarily  chargeable  to  capital 
accounts  under  law,  and  a  customary  contin- 
gency for  unforeseen  design,  construction  and 
other  costs.  No  bond  money  will  be  used  for 
teacher  or  administrator  salaries  or  any  other 
school  operating  expenses. 

Approval  of  this  proposition  does  not  guar- 
antee that  the  proposed  projects  in  the  San 
Francisco  Unified  School  District  that  are  the 
subject  of  bonds  under  the  proposition  will  be 
funded  beyond  the  local  revenues  generated  by 
the  proposition.    The  San  Francisco  Unified 
School  District's  proposal  for  the  project  or 
projects  may  assume  the  receipt  of  matching 
state  funds,  which  could  be  subject  to  appropri- 
ation by  the  Legislature  or  approval  of  a 
statewide  bond  measure.   The  Board  does  not 
guarantee  that  the  bonds  will  provide  sufficient 
funds  to  allow  completion  of  all  listed  projects. 
The  Bond  Project  List  describes  work  that 
the  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District  may 
undertake,   provided  funds  are  sufficient  to 
complete  the  work  contemplated     The  final 
cost  of  each  project  will  be  determined  as  plans 
are  finalized,  construction  bids  are  awarded, 
and  projects  are  completed      San  Francisco 
Unified  School  District  commits  thai  no  funds 
obtained   through   bonds   authorized   by   this 
measure  will  be  spent  except  for  projects  listed 
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on  the  Bond  Project  List. 

Any  Bonds  issued  pursuant  to  Section  1 5 100 
of  the  Education  Code  shall  have  a  maturity  not 
exceeding  twenty-five  (25)  years,  and  any 
Bonds  issued  pursuant  to  Section  53506  of  the 
Government  Code  shall  have  a  maturity  of  not 
exceeding  forty  (40)  years  and  that  the  Bonds 
shall  bear  interest  at  a  rate  not  exceeding  the 
applicable  legal  limits. 

Pursuant  to  Section  534 10  of  the  Government 
Code,  upon  approval  of  this  proposition  and  the 
sale  of  any  bonds  approved,  the  Board  shall  take 
actions   necessary  to  establish  an  account  in 
which  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  bonds  will  be 
deposited.  As  long  as  any  proceeds  of  the  bonds 
remain  unexpended,  the  chief  fiscal  officer  of 
the  District  shall  cause  a  report  to  be  filed  no 
later  than  January  1  of  each  fiscal  year  stating  I) 
the  amount  of  bond  proceeds  received  and 
expended  in  that  year  and  2)  the  status  of  any 
project  funded  or  to  be  funded  from  bond  pro- 
ceeds.   The  report  may  relate  to  the  calendar 
year,  fiscal  year  or  other  appropriate  period  as 
the  chief  fiscal  officer  shall  determine  and  may 
be  incorporated  in  the  annual  budget,  any  annu- 
al financial  or  performance  audit  (including  the 
annual  audits  required  by  Proposition  39),  or  any 
other  appropriate  routine  report  to  the  Board. 

All  expenditures  by  the  San  Francisco 
School  District  of  funds  obtained  through 
bonds  authorized  by  this  proposition  shall  be 
subject  to  the  review  and  oversight  of  a 
Citizens'  Oversight  Committee,  which  shall 
actively  review  and  report  on  the  proper  expen- 
diture of  taxpayers'  money  for  the  projects  on 
the  Bond  Project  List. 

The  Citizens'  Oversight  Committee  shall 
review  annual,  independent  performance  and 
financial  audits  of  bond  fund  expenditures  and 
report  to  the  public  at  least  once  a  year  on  the 
results  of  its  activities.  The  Citizens'  Oversight 
Committee  will  have  the  responsibility  to 
report  to  the  public  if  any  bond  funds  are  being 
spent  in  violation  of  Proposition  39  or  in  a  man- 
ner inconsistent  with  the  Bond  Project  List. 

BOND  PROJECT  LIST 

Abraham  Lincoln  High  School 

Work  anticipated  to  be  completed  at 
Abraham  Lincoln  High  School  through  this 
bond  program,  and  any  available  State  match- 
ing funds  includes  the  following: 

Bungalow  Replacement 

The  bungalows  will  be  replaced  with  a  new 
building. 

Priority  1  Accessibility  Work 

Installation  of  accessible   parking  and 
signage. 

Construct  and/or  modify  curb  ramps. 
Construct  a  ramp,  lift  or  other  means  of 
vertical  access  to  ensure  that  the  path  of 
travel  from  south  of  the  girls'  locker  room 
to  (lie  girls'  locker  room  is  accessible 
Install  a  ramp  to  (he  courtyard  west  of  the 
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auditorium. 

Provide  a  path  of  travel  from  the  parking 
lot  east  of  the  boys'  locker  room  to  each 
side  of  the  stadium. 

Install  a  ramp  to  each  side  of  the  easl 
bleachers. 

Install  a  lift,  ramp  or  other  means  of  verti- 
cal access  to  the  lower  level  of  the  base- 
ment north  of  the  cafeteria  corridor. 
Install  lockers  that  are  accessible. 
Modify  the  elevators  and  platform  lift,  if 
necessary,  to  ensure  they  are  accessible. 
Modify  a  section  of  the  pull-out  bleachers 
in  the  gym  to  provide  wheelchair  seating 
locations 

Install  a  lift,  ramp  or  other  means  of  verti- 
cal access  to  the  stage. 
Install  side  extensions  to  protruding  haz- 
ards including,  but  not  limited  to  such 
things  as  water  fountains,  fire  alarm  boxes 
and  fire  hoses. 

Replace  gratings  in  all  paths  of  travel  with 
units  that  have  narrower  openings. 
Lower  door  thresholds  and  modify  sizes  of 
alcoves  to  provide  improved  accessibility 
Installation  of  handrails  on  both  indoor 
and  outdoor  stairways. 
Installation   of  contrasting   striping   on 
stairways. 

Modifications  to  existing  doors,  including 
adjustment  of  the  door  opening  force  and 
adjustment  of  door  widths. 
Replacement  of  exterior  door  hardware 
with  accessible  hardware. 
Renovations  to  existing  restrooms  includ- 
ing permanent  signage,  adjustment  of  the 
heights  and  lengths  of  various  amenities 
(including  grab  bars,  towel  racks,  soap 
dispensers,  mirrors,  etc.),  insulation  of 
pipes,  installation  of  doors  on  accessible 
stalls,  replacement  of  the  faucet  controls, 
renovation  to  ensure  sufficient  space  for 
wheelchair  users. 

Provide  wheelchair  seating  in  the  assem- 
bly areas. 

Provide  assistive  listening  devices  in  all 
assembly  areas. 

Installation  of  direction  signage. 
Install  visual  warning  system  devices  to 
provide   alarm   notification  to   hearing 
impaired  persons. 

Priority  2  Accessibility  Work 

Modifications    to    existing    ramps    and 
handrails  to  enhance  accessibility. 
Install  a   second  handrail  on  stairways 
where  there  is  only  one  handrail. 
Replace    interior   door   hardware   with 
accessible  hardware. 

Replace  drinking  fountains  with  accessi- 
ble units. 
Modify  the  counters  in  areas  including,  but 
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no(  limited  lo  the  main  office,  library  and  food 
service  areas  to  ensure  they  are  accessible. 
Lower  the  tray  slides  and  tray  returns  in 
the  cafeteria  to  ensure  they  are  accessible. 
Modify  the  path  of  travel  in  each  locker 
room  to  ensure  a  minimum  aisle  width  of 
44"  throughout. 

Iastall  a  full  length  mirror  in  the  girls' 
locker  room. 

Install  one  accessible  shower  stall  in  each 
locker  room. 

Remove  a  poruoQ  of  the  splash  guards  in  the 
showers  lo  create  an  accessible  path  of  travel. 
Provide  accessible  benches  in  each  locker 
room. 

Create  a  staging  area  by  paving  a  portion 
of  the  sand  and  grass  area  in  front  of  the 
east  bleachers  with  an  accessible  surface. 
Ensure  there  is  an  accessible  path  of  trav- 
el from  behind  the  east  bleachers  to  the 
front  of  the  bleachers. 
Create  a  path  of  travel  from  the  school 
buildings  by  way  of  the  parking  lot  east  of 
the  boys'  locker  room  to  each  side  of  the 
stadium. 

Create  an  accessible  wheelchair  seating 
area  adjacent  to  the  east  bleachers  at  the 
stadium. 

Priority  3  Accessibility  Work 

Modifications  to  existing  handrails  to 
either  extend  them  in  length  or  change  the 
diameter  of  the  railing. 

Environmental  Improvements 

Where  work  will  be  done  in  areas  with 
Asbestos  Containing  Materials  (ACM's), 
those  ACM's  will  be  removed  and 
replaced  with  new  materials.  Asbestos 
will  be  removed  from  crawlspaces  1-3, 
floor  tiles  in  areas  C-92A  and  C-93  and  in 
crawlspace#l  under  the  boys'  gym.  Lead 
paint  will  be  removed  from  any  area  (hat 
will  have  construction. 

Health  and  Safety  Needs 

Replace  asphalt  in  parking  and  play  areas. 
Replace  fencing. 

Renovate  or  replace  stadium  benches. 
Electrical  wiring  for  exit  and  emergency 
lights  will  be  repaired  or  replaced. 

r  Major  portions  of  the  elevators  have  out- 
lived their  useful  life  and  will  be  replaced. 
Major  portions  of  the  electrical  system 
have  outlived  their  useful  life  and  will  be 
replaced. 

Major  portions  of  the  clock  system  have 
outlived  their  useful  life  and  will  be 
replaced. 

Major  portions  of  the  healing  piping  sys- 
tem have  outlived  their  useful  life  and  will 
be  replaced. 

Major  portions  of  the  domestic  water 
(copper  piping)  system  have  outlived  their 
useful  life  and  will  be  replaced. 
Renovate  or  replace  plaster  partitions  and 


drywall. 

Doors  and  door  hardware  will  be  replaced 

as  needed. 

Doors   not   replaced  will   be   stripped, 

resealed  and  painted. 

Window    frames   not   replaced    will    be 

stripped,  resealed  and  painted. 

Damaged  carpeting  will  be  replaced  with 

either  carpeting  or  floor  tile. 

Damaged  lockers  will  be  replaced 

Damaged  cabinets  will  be  replaced. 

Partial  or  complete  replacement  of  dam- 
aged ceilings. 

Damaged  or  failing   flooring   will    be 

replaced 

Damaged  or  outdated  restroom  fixtures 
will  be  replaced. 

Damaged  or  outdated  space  heaters  will 
be  replaced 

Damaged  drinking  fountains  will  be 
replaced 

Damaged  wood  flooring  will  be  renovated 
or  replaced 

Electrical  outlets  and  switches  will  be 
replaced 

Ceiling  exhaust  fans  will  be  installed 
Sinks  in  various  non-restroom  areas  of  the 
building  (janitor's  closets,  classrooms, 
etc.)  will  be  replaced  as  needed. 
Interior  ceilings  and  walls  will  be  repaired 
as  needed,  primed  and  painted. 
Concrete  floors  will  be  reseated  as  need- 
ed and,  if  required  repainted. 
Areas  of  the  building  being  renovated  will 
be  painted 

Balboa  High  School 

Work  anticipated  to  be  completed  at  Balboa 
High  School  through  this  bond  program,  and 
any  available  State  matching  funds  includes  the 
following: 

Priority  1  Accessibility  Work 

Installation  of  accessible  parking  and  sig- 
nage. 

Construct  and/or  modify  curb  ramps. 
Install  a  lift,  ramp  or  other  means  of  verti- 
cal access  to  the  mezzanine  seating  in  the 
gym. 

Install  lockers  that  are  accessible. 
Install  a  lift,  ramp  or  other  means  of  verti- 
cal access  to  the  basement  should  the  use 
of  the  basement  change,  or  if  the  basement 
is  unlocked. 

Install  a  ramp  near  the  center  stairway  to 
provide  access  to  Room  239,  above  the 
stage. 

Install  a  lift,  ramp  or  other  means  of  verti- 
cal access  to  the  dressing  rooms  of  Music 
Room  140. 

Install  a  lift,  ramp  or  other  means  of  verti- 
cal access  to  the  bleachers  in  the  gym,  or 
discontinue  using  the  bleachers. 
Modify  elevators  to  ensure  they  are  acces- 
sible. 
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Install  a  lift,  ramp  or  other  means  of  verti- 
cal access  to  the  stage. 
Install  side  extensions  to  protruding  haz- 
ards including,  but  not  limited  to  such 
things  as  water  fountains,  fire  alarm  boxes 
and  fire  hoses. 

Lower  door  thresholds  and  modify  sizes  of 
alcoves  to  provide  improved  accessibility. 
Installation  of  handrails  on  both  indoor 
and  outdoor  stairways 
Installation  of  contrasting   striping  on 
stairways. 

Modifications  to  existing  doors,  including 
adjustment  of  the  door  opening  force  and 
adjustment  of  door  widths. 
Replacement  of  exterior  door  hardware 
with  accessible  hardware. 
Renovations  to  existing  restrooms  includ- 
ing permanent  signage,  adjustment  of  the 
heights  and  lengths  of  various  amenities 
(including  grab  bars,  towel  racks,  soap 
dispensers,  mirrors,  etc.),  insulation  of 
pipes,  installation  of  doors  on  accessible 
stalls,  replacement  of  the  faucet  controls, 
renovation  to  ensure  sufficient  space  for 
wheelchair  users. 

Provide  wheelchair  seating  in  the  multi- 
purpose room. 

Provide  assistive  listening  devices  in  all 
assembly  areas. 

Installation  of  direction  signage. 
Ensure  that  all  devices  attached  to  the 
visual  warning  system  are  operational. 
Install  additional  visual  warning  system 
devices  to  provide  alarm  notification  to 
hearing  impaired  persons. 

Priority  2  Accessibility  Work 

Modifications   to   existing   ramps   and 
handrails  to  enhance  accessibility. 
Install  a  second  handrail  on  stairways 
where  there  is  only  one  handrail. 
Replace   interior   door  hardware   with 
accessible  hardware. 

Replace  drinking  fountains  with  accessi- 
ble units. 

Lower  a  portion  of  the  window  counter 
outside  the  main  office  to  ensure  it  is 
accessible. 

Lower  a  portion  of  the  outdoor  snack  bar 
counter  to  ensure  it  is  accessible. 
Lower  a  portion  of  the  checkout  counter  in 
the  library  to  ensure  it  is  accessible. 
Provide  wheelchair  seating   in   Music 
Room  140  and  the  auditorium. 
Install  an  accessible  shower  stall  in  each 
locker  room. 

Remove  a  portion  of  the  splash  guard  in 
each  locker  room  to  assure  an  accessible 
path  of  travel. 

Install  accessible  lockers  in  each  locker 
room. 

Install  a  full  length  mirror  in  each  locker 
room 
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LEGAL  TEXT  OF  PROPOSITION  A  (CONTINUED) 


Health  and  Safety  Needs 

In  the  bungalows: 

Electrical  wiring  for  exit  and  emergency 
lights  will  be  repaired  or  replaced. 
Partial  or  complete  replacement  of  dam- 
aged ceilings. 

Damaged  or  failing  flooring  will  be 
replaced. 

Replace  the  damaged  foundations. 
Replace  the  electrical  system. 
Replace  the  concrete  walkway. 
Repair  or  replace  the  plumbing  system 
and  water  line. 

If  it  is  determined  to  be  less  expensive  to 
do  so,  replace  bungalows  rather  than  com- 
plete the  repairs. 

In  the  other  buildings: 

Electrical  wiring  for  exit  and  emergency 
lights  will  be  repaired  or  replaced. 
Major  portions  of  the  electrical  system 
have  outlived  their  useful  life  and  will  be 
replaced. 

Major  portions  of  the  clock  system  have 
outlived  their  useful  life  and  will  be 
replaced. 

Major  portions  of  the  heating  piping  sys- 
tem have  outlived  their  useful  life  and  will 
be  replaced. 

Major  portions  of  the  interior  lighting  sys- 
tem have  outlived  their  useful  life  and  will 
be  replaced. 

Doors  and  door  hardware  will  be  replaced 
as  needed. 

Doors  not  replaced  will  be  stripped, 
resealed  and  painted. 

Window  frames  not  replaced  will  be 
stripped,  resealed  and  painted. 
Air  conditioning  to  the  computer  room 
will  be  installed. 

Damaged  bleachers  will  be  renovated  or 
replaced. 

Damaged  lockers  will  be  replaced. 
Damaged  carpeting  will  be  replaced  with 
either  carpeting  or  floor  tile. 
Partial  or  complete  replacement  of  dam- 
aged ceilings. 

Damaged  stair  treads  will  be  replaced. 
Damaged  or   failing   flooring  will  be 
replaced. 

Damaged  or  outdated  restroom  fixtures 
will  be  replaced. 

Damaged  or  outdated  space  heaters  will 
be  replaced. 

Damaged  drinking  fountains  will  be 
replaced. 

Damaged  wood  flooring  will  be  renovated 
or  replaced. 

Electrical  outlets  and  switches  will  be 
replaced 

Ceiling  exhaust  fans  will  be  installed. 
Sinks  in  various  non-restroom  areas  of  the 
building  (janitor's  closets,  classrooms, 
etc.)  will  be  replaced  as  needed. 
Interior  ceilings  and  walls  will  be  repaired 
as  needed,  pruned  and  painted  as. 


Concrete  floors  will  be  resealed,  as  need- 
ed and,  if  required,  repainted. 
Areas  of  the  building  being  renovated  will 
be  painted. 

John  O'Connell  High  School 

Work  anticipated  to  be  completed  at  John 
O'Connell  High  School  through  this  bond  pro- 
gram, and  any  available  State  matching  funds 
includes  the  following: 

Build  out  the  shell  of  the  uncompleted 
wing  into  an  auditorium. 

Lowell  High  School 

Work  anticipated  to  be  completed  at  Lowell 
High  School  through  this  bond  program,  and 
any  available  State  matching  funds  includes  the 
following: 

Priority  1  Accessibility  Work 

Installation  of  accessible  parking  and  sig- 
nage. 

Construct  and/or  modify  curb  ramps. 
Install  a  ramp  to  the  north  entrance  of  the 
auditorium. 

Install  a  ramp  to  the  directors'  booth  in  the 
auditorium. 

Widen  the  exterior  path  of  travel  at  one  set 
of  the  railings  at  the  four  snack  bar  coun- 
ters so  it  is  a  minimum  of  48"  wide. 
Provide  a  paved  path  48"  wide  to  the  foot- 
ball field. 

Provide  a  paved  path  48"  wide  to  the  stu- 
dent garden  area. 

Install  a  lift  to  the  upper  staff  lounge  on 
the  north  side. 

Install  a  lift  to  the  weight  room  of  the 
gym- 
Install  lifts  to  the  boys'  and  girls'  locker 
rooms. 

Install  ramps  to  both  south  entrances  of 
the  boys'  and  girls'  locker  rooms. 
Install  a  ramp  to  the  women's  faculty  rest- 
room  on  the  second  floor. 
Install  ramps  to  each  of  the  following  bun- 
galows -  T5,  T6,  T7,  T8,  T9  and  Tl  0. 
Modify/repair  walkways. 
Install  a  lift,  ramp  or  other  means  of  verti- 
cal access  to  the  Room  110. 
Create  accessible  wheelchair  seating  in 
the  bleachers  in  the  auxiliary  gym  and  at 
the  soccer  field  should  those  facilities  be 
used  by  spectators. 
Install  lockers  that  are  accessible. 
Modify  the  elevators  to  ensure  they  are 
accessible. 

Replace  gratings  in  all  paths  of  travel  with 
units  that  have  narrower  openings. 
Install  side  extensions  to  protruding  haz- 
ards including,  but  not  limited  to  such 
things  as  water  fountains,  fire  alarm  boxes 
and  fire  hoses. 

Installation  of  handrails  on  both  indoor 
and  outdoor  stairways. 
Installation  of  contrasting  striping  on 
stairways. 


Modifications  to  existing  doors,  including 
adjustment  of  the  door  opening  force  and 
adjustment  of  door  widths. 
Replacement  of  exterior  door  hardware 
with  accessible  hardware. 
Renovations  to  existing  restrooms  includ- 
ing permanent  signage,  adjustment  of  the 
heights  and  lengths  of  various  amenities 
(including  grab  bars,  towel  racks,  soap 
dispensers,  mirrors,  etc.),  insulation  of 
pipes,  installation  of  doors  on  accessible 
stalls,  replacement  of  the  faucet  controls, 
renovation  to  ensure  sufficient  space  for 
wheelchair  users. 

Provide  wheelchair  seating  in  the  assem- 
bly areas. 

Provide  assistive  listening  devices  in  all 
assembly  areas. 

Installation  of  direction  signage. 
Install  visual  warning  system  devices  to 
provide  alarm  notification  to  hearing 
impaired  persons. 

Lower  door  thresholds  and  modify  sizes  of 
alcoves  to  provide  improved  accessibility. 

Priority  2  Accessibility  Work 

Modifications   to   existing   ramps   and 
handrails  to  enhance  accessibility. 
Install  a  second  handrail  on  stairways 
where  there  is  only  one  handrail. 
Replace   interior   door   hardware   with 
accessible  hardware. 

Replace  drinking  fountains  with  accessi- 
ble units. 

Modify  the  counters  in  areas  including, 
but  not  limited  to  the  main  office,  library 
and  food  service  areas  to  ensure  they  are 
accessible. 

Install  a  full  length  mirror  in  the  each 
locker  room. 

Install  one  accessible  shower  stall  in  each 
locker  room. 

Remove  a  portion  of  the  splash  guards  in 
the  showers  to  create  an  accessible  path  of 
travel. 

Provide  accessible  benches  in  each  locker 
room. 

Ensure  there  exists  a  path  of  travel  a  min- 
imum of  44"  wide  throughout  the  locker 
rooms. 

Widen  the  aisle  at  the  food  service  line. 
Widen  the  book  stack  aisles  to  make  them 
accessible. 

Priority  3  Accessibility  Work 

Modifications  to  existing  handrails  to 
either  extend  them  in  length  or  change  the 
diameter  of  the  railing. 

Mission  High  School 

Work  anticipated  to  be  completed  at  Mission 
High  School  through  this  bond  program,  and 
any  available  State  matching  funds  includes  the 
following: 
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LEGAL  TEXT  OF  PROPOSITION  A  (CONTINUED) 


Priority  1  Accessibility-  Work 

Installation  of  accessible  parking  and  signage. 
Construct  and/or  modify  curb  ramps. 
Install  a  lift,  ramp  or  other  means  of  verti- 
cal access  to  the  boys'  gym. 
Install  a  lift,  ramp  or  other  means  of  verti- 
cal access  to  the  mezzanine  seating  level 
of  the  boys'  gym- 
Install  lockers  that  are  accessible. 
Install  a  lift,  ramp  or  other  means  of  verti- 
cal access  to  the  ROTC  rifle  range,  should 
that  program  be  used. 
Install  a  ramp  near  the  center  stairway  to 
provide  access  to  Rooms  500A,  500B  and 
500C. 

Install  a  lift,  ramp  or  other  means  of  verti- 
cal access  to  the  dressing  rooms  above  the 
stage  of  the  auditorium. 
Moctify  the  elevator  to  ensure  it  is  accessible. 
Install  a  lift,  ramp  or  other  means  of  verti- 
cal access  to  the  stage. 
Install  side  extensions  to  protruding  haz- 
ards including,  but  not  limited  to  such 
things  as  water  fountains,  fire  alarm  boxes 
and  fire  hoses. 

Lower  door  thresholds  and  modify  sizes  of 
alcoves  to  provide  improved  accessibility. 
Installation  of  handrails  on  both  indoor 
and  outdoor  stairways. 
Installation  of  contrasting  striping  on 
stairways. 

Modifications  to  existing  doors,  including 
adjustment  of  the  door  opening  force  and 
adjustment  of  door  widths. 
Replacement  of  exterior  door  hardware 
with  accessible  hardware. 
Renovations  to  existing  restrooms  includ- 
ing permanent  signage,  adjustment  of  the 
heights  and  lengths  of  various  amenities 
(including  grab  bars,  towel  racks,  soap 
dispensers,  mirrors,  etc.),  insulation  of 
pipes,  installation  of  doors  on  accessible 
stalls,  replacement  of  the  faucet  controls, 
renovation  to  ensure  sufficient  space  for 
wheelchair  users. 

Provide  wheelchair  seating  in  the  assem- 
bly areas. 

Widen  the  aisles  at  the  secondary  food 
service  line. 

Provide  assistive  listening  devices  in  all 
assembly  areas. 

Installation  of  direction  signage. 
Install  visual  warning  system  devices  to 
provide  alarm  notification  to  hearing 
impaired  persons. 

Priority  2  Accessibility  Work 

Modifications   to   existing   ramps    and 
handrails  to  enhance  accessibility. 
Install  a  second  handrail  on  stairways 
where  there  is  only  one  handrail. 
Replace   interior  door  hardware   with 
accessible  hardware. 

Replace  drinking  fountains  with  accessi- 
ble units. 
Modify  the  counters  in  areas  including, 


but  not  limited  to  the  main  office,  library 

and  food  sen-ice  areas  to  ensure  they  are 

accessible. 

Install  one  accessible  shower  stall  in  each 

locker  room. 

Remove  a  portion  of  the  splash  guards  in 

the  showers  to  create  an  accessible  path  of 

travel. 

Provide  accessible  benches  in  each  locker 

room. 

Modify  the  accessible  shower  stalls  in 

each  locker  room  to  make  them  fully 

accessible. 

Pave  an  area  adjacent  to  the  north  side 

bleachers  of  the  football  field  for  use  as  a 

wheelchair  seating  area. 

Priority  3  Accessibility  Work 

Modifications  to  existing  handrails  to 
either  extend  them  in  length  or  change  the 
diameter  of  the  railing. 

Environmental  Improvements 

Where  work  will  be  done  in  areas  with 
Asbestos  Containing  Materials  (ACM's), 
those  ACM's  will  be  removed  and  replaced 
with  new  materials.  Asbestos  will  be 
removed  from  the  fire  doors  throughout  the 
basement  of  the  facility.  Lead  paint  will  be 
removed  from  the  ceiling  and  wall  of  the 
girls'  gym  corridor,  the  ceiling  of  the  base- 
ment stair  corridor,  the  red  steps  at  the 
southwest  comer  of  Room  006.  Wall  "C"  of 
Room  126,  the  backboard  in  the  girls'  gym, 
the  radiator  of  Room  218,  as  well  as  any 
area  that  will  have  construction. 

Health  and  Safety  Needs 

Asphalt  will  be  replaced  in  parking  and 
play  areas. 

Electrical  wiring  for  exit  and  emergency 
lights  will  be  repaired  or  replaced. 
Major  portions  of  the  electrical  system 
have  outlived  their  useful  life  and  will  be 
replaced. 

Major  portions  of  the  interior  lighting  sys- 
tem have  outlived  their  useful  life  and  will 
be  replaced. 

Major  portions  of  the  heating  system, 
including  piping,  have  outlived  their  use- 
ful life  and  will  be  replaced. 
Renovate  or  replace  a  damaged  safety 
shower  in  the  .Mechanical  Room. 
Doors  and  door  hardware  will  be  replaced 
as  needed- 
Doors  not  replaced  will  be  stripped, 
resealed  and  painted. 

Window  frames  not  replaced  will  be 
stripped,  resealed  and  painted. 
Damaged  lockers  will  be  replaced. 
Damaged  auditorium  seating  will  be  reno- 
vated or  replaced. 

Damaged  carpeting  will  be  replaced  with 
either  carpeting  or  floor  tile. 
Partial  or  complete  replacement  of  dam- 
aged ceilings. 
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Damaged  or  failing  flooring  will  be 
replaced. 

Damaged  or  outdated  restroom  fixtures 
will  be  replaced. 

Damaged  or  outdated  space  heaters  will 
be  replaced. 

Damaged    drinking    fountains   will   be 
replaced. 

Damaged  wood  flooring  will  be  renovated 
replaced. 

Electrical  outlets  and  switches  will  be 
replaced. 

Ceiling  exhaust  fans  will  be  installed. 
Sinks  in  various  non-restroom  areas  of  the 
building  (janitor's  closets,  classrooms, 
etc.)  will  be  replaced  as  needed. 
Interior  ceilings  and  walls  will  be  repaired 
as  necessary,  then  primed  and  painted. 
Concrete  floors  will  be  resealed,  as  need- 
ed and,  if  required,  repainted. 
Areas  of  the  building  being  renovated  wil  l 
be  painted. 

School  of  the  Arts 

$15  million  is  being  included  specifically  for 
the  purpose  of  rehabilitating  the  complex  at 
135  Van  Ness  in  order  to  allow  for  its  occupan- 
cy by  the  School  of  the  Arts  ("SOTA").  The 
District  will  not  use  this  $15  million  of  bond 
authorization  for  any  other  purpose  except  for 
the  SOTA  facilities  described  herein.  The  cost 
of  the  SOTA  project  will  include  its  share  of  the 
costs  of  bond  issuance,  architectural,  engineer- 
ing and  similar  planning  costs,  construction 
management,  legal  costs  and  other  costs  ordi- 
narily chargeable  to  capital  accounts  under 
applicable  law  and  a  customary  contingency 
for  unforeseen  design,  construction  and  other 
permitted  costs. 

It  is  further  the  intention  of  the  District  that 
these  funds  be  used  only  upon  the  successful 
completion  of  a  capital  campaign  undertaken 
by  SOTA  supporters.  No  bonds  will  be  issued 
for  work  related  to  SOTA  until  the  School 
Board  has  determined,  in  its  sole  discretion, 
that  sufficient  funds  exist,  in  total,  from 
Federal,  State,  local  and  donated  monies,  to 
complete  the  desired  project 

Thurgood  Marshall  High  School 

Work  anticipated  to  be  completed  at 
Thurgood  Marshall  High  School  through  this 
bond  program,  and  any  available  State  match- 
ing funds  includes  the  following: 

Programmatic  Improvements 

The  construction  of  a  new  Chemistry 

classroom. 

The  construction  of  a  new  Food/Nutrition 

classroom 

The  construction  of  a  new  Cafeteria  building. 


(Continued  on  next  page) 
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Appendix  3 
Excerpt  of  Proposition  A  2006 


*Entire  Proposition  available  at: 
http://www.sfaov.ora/site/uPloadedfiles/election/Elections  Paqes/ExB450 

Million70u4final2Adopted.pdf 
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EXHIBIT  B 

FULL  TEXT  OF  PROPOSITION  A 

This  full  text  of  the  ballot  proposition  shall  be  reproduced  in  any  official  document 
required  to  contain  the  full  statement  of  the  bond  proposition. 

The  specific  school  facilities  projects  that  the  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District 
proposes  to  finance  with  proceeds  of  bonds  authorized  by  this  proposition  (the  "Bond 
Project  List")  are  listed  in  the  following  pages,  which  is  an  integral  part  of  the 
proposition.  All  64  projects  are  in  addition  to  and  mutally  exclusive  of  the  32  projects 
included  in  the  Prop  A  2003  Bond  The  Bond  Project  List  was  developed  by  the  Board 
upon  evaluation  of,  among  other  factors,  safety,  class  size  reduction,  and  information 
technology  needs.  Each  listed  project  may  include  a  share  of  election  and  bond  issuance 
costs,  program  phasing  and  analysis,  architectural,  engineering,  and  similar  planning 
costs,  construction  management,  relocation  costs,  legal  costs  and  other  costs  ordinarily 
chargeable  to  capital  accounts  or  otherwise  permitted  by  law,  the  costs  of  furnishing  and 
equipping  the  listed  projects,  and  a  customary  contingency  for  unforeseen  site 
acquisition,  design,  construction  and  other  costs.  No  bond  money  will  be  used  for  teacher 
or  administrator  salaries  or  any  other  school  operating  expenses.  The  District  at  its 
discretion  may  replace  a  facility  rather  than  renovate  it. 

Approval  of  this  proposition  does  not  guarantee  that  the  proposed  projects  in  the  San 
Francisco  Unified  School  District  that  are  the  subject  of  bonds  under  the  proposition  will 
be  funded  beyond  the  local  revenues  generated  by  the  proposition.  The  San  Francisco 
Unified  School  District's  proposal  for  the  project  or  projects  may  assume  the  receipt  of 
matching  State  funds,  which  could  be  subject  to  appropriation  by  the  Legislature  or 
approval  of  a  statewide  bond  measure.  The  Board  does  not  guarantee  that  the  bonds  will 
provide  sufficient  funds  to  allow  completion  of  all  listed  projects. 

The  Bond  Project  List  describes  work  that  the  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District  may 
undertake,  provided  funds  are  sufficient  to  complete  the  work  contemplated.  The  final 
cost  of  each  project  will  be  determined  as  plans  are  finalized,  construction  bids  are 
awarded,  and  projects  are  completed.  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District  commits  that 
no  funds  obtained  through  bonds  authorized  by  this  measure  will  be  spent  except  for 
projects  listed  on  the  Bond  Project  List. 

If  the  bonds  are  authorized  and  sold,  the  bonds  will  be  payable  from  the  proceeds  of  tax 
levies  made  upon  the  taxable  property  in  the  District.  Landlords  are  authorized  to  pass 
through  up  to  fifty  percent  (50%)  of  the  resulting  property  tax  increase  to  residential 
tenants  in  accordance  with  Administrative  Code  Chapter  37  (Residential  Rent 
Stabilization  and  Arbitration  Ordinance)  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco. 

Any  Bonds  issued  pursuant  to  Section  15264  of  the  Education  Code  shall  have  a  maturity 
not  exceeding  twenty-five  (25)  years,  and  any  Bonds  issued  pursuant  to  Section  53506  of 
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the  Government  Code  shall  have  a  maturity  of  not  exceeding  forty  (40)  years,  and  the 
Bonds  shall  bear  interest  at  a  rate  not  exceeding  the  applicable  legal  limits. 

Pursuant  to  Section  53410  of  the  Government  Code,  upon  approval  of  this  proposition 
and  the  sale  of  any  bonds  approved,  the  Board  shall  take  actions  necessary  to  establish  an 
account  in  which  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  bonds  will  be  deposited.  The  chief  fiscal  officer 
of  the  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District  shall  cause  a  report  to  be  filed  no  later  than 
January  I  of  each  year  in  which  any  proceeds  of  the  Bonds  remain  unexpended,  and  any 
year  in  which  proceeds  were  expended  in  the  previous  year  stating  1)  the  amount  of  bond 
proceeds  collected  and  expended  in  the  preceding  year  and  2)  the  status  of  any  project 
funded  or  to  be  funded  from  bond  proceeds.  The  report  may  relate  to  the  calendar  year, 
fiscal  year  or  other  appropriate  period  as  the  chief  fiscal  officer  shall  determine  and  may 
be  incorporated  in  the  annual  budget,  any  annual  financial  or  performance  audit 
(including  the  annual  audits  required  by  Proposition  39),  or  any  other  appropriate  routine 
report  to  the  Board. 

All  expenditures  by  the  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District  of  funds  obtained  through 
bonds  authorized  by  this  proposition  shall  be  subject  to  the  review  and  oversight  of  a 
Citizens'  Oversight  Committee,  which  shall  actively  review  and  report  on  the  proper 
expenditure  of  bond  proceeds  for  the  projects  on  the  Bond  Project  List 

The  Citizens'  Oversight  Committee  shall  review  annual,  independent  performance  and 
financial  audits  of  bond  fund  expenditures  and  report  to  the  public  at  least  once  a  year  on 
the  results  of  its  activities.  The  Citizens'  Oversight  Committee  will  have  the 
responsibility  to  report  to  the  public  if  any  bond  funds  are  being  spent  in  violation  of 
Proposition  39  or  in  a  manner  inconsistent  with  the  Bond  Project  List. 

BOND  PROJECT  LIST 

Proceeds  generated  by  the  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District's  proposed  bond 
measure  for  $450,000,000  and  any  available  State  matching  funds  would  be  used  to  pay 
for: 

Twenty  First  Century/Willie  Brown  Academy  (2055  Silver  Avenue) 

Work  anticipated  to  be  completed  at  2055  Silver  Avenue,  currently  housing  Twenty  First 
Century/Willie  Brown  Academy,  through  this  bond  program  and  any  available  State 
matching  funds  includes  the  following: 

Health  and  Safety  Needs 

Install  fire  detection  system 

Install  fire  sprinkler  system 

Installation  of  a  new  elevator 

Install  panic  hardware 

Repair  and/or  replacement  of  interior  and  exterior  drinking  fountains 

Repair  and/or  replacement  of  classroom  sinks 
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Repave  damaged  asphalt  in  parking  lot 
and  in  playground 

Repair  concrete  sidewalks  and  pathways 
Repair  or  replace  air  grills 

Major  Buildinp  .System  Repair/Replacement/ 

Installation 

Repair  or  replace  electrical  system 
Repair,  replace  or  install  clock  system 
Repair,  replace  or  install  phone  system 
Repair,  replace  or  ioslall  security  system 
Repair  or  replace  plumbing  system 
Repair  or  replace  copper  pipes  in  domes- 
tic water  system 

Repair  or  replace  cast  iron  pipes  in  (he 
sewage  system 
Repair  or  replace  roof  as  needed 

Restroom  Renovations 

Renovate  restrooms 

Accessibility  Work 

Striping  and  signage  for  disabled  parking 
Install  curb  ramps  and  striping  and  sig- 
nage for  loading  zones 
Installation   of  room   and   directional 
signage 

Installation  of  assistive  listening  devices 
as  needed 

Repair/replace/realign  countertops   in- 
cluding, but  not  limited  to,  the  kitchen, 
cafeteria,  office  and  library 
Lower  electrical  switches 

Environmental  Improvements 

Where  work  will  be  done  in  areas  with 
Asbestos  Containing  Materials  (ACM's), 
those  ACM's  will  be  removed  and 
replaced  with  new  materials.  Lead  paint 
will  be  removed  from  any  area  that  will 
have  construction. 
Repair  or  replace  air  handling  unit 
Repair  or  replace  heating  system,  includ- 
ing boilers,  hydronic  heating  units  and 
gas  and  steam  pipes 

General  Improvements  and  Site  Repairs 
Repair  or  replace  auditorium  seating 
Repair  or  replace  gym  floor 
Repair  or  replace  stage  light  controls 
Replace  damaged  carpet  with  tile  or 
linoleum 

Partial  or  complete  replacement  of  dam- 
aged flooring 

Concrete  floors  will  be  resealed,   as 
needed  and\  if  required/repainted. 
Damaged  or  failing  flooring  will  be 
replaced 

Cabinets  will  be  repaired  or  replaced  as 
needed 

-  ■  ■    Doors   not  replaced   to  be   stripped, 
resealed  and  painted 
Window  frames  not  replaced  will  be 
stripped,  resealed  and  painted 
Replacement  of  damaged  lockers 
Restroom  fixtures  will  be  replaced  as 
needed 
Space  heaters  will  be  replaced  as  needed 


Electrical  outlets  and  switches  to  be 
replaced  as  needed 
Ceiling  exhaust  fans  will  be  installed 
Sinks  in  various  non-reslroom  areas  of 
the  building  (janitor's  closets,  class- 
rooms, etc.)  will  be  replaced  as  needed 
Partial  or  complete  replacement  of  ceil 
ings  as  needed 

Interior    ceilings    and    walls    will    be 
repaired  as  needed,  primed  and  painted 
The  interior  and  exterior  of  the  building 
to  be  painted  as  needed 
Replacement  of  gates 
Level  landings  in  paved  areas 
Modification  of  grates  in  paved  areas 
Replacement  of  door  hardware 

Principals  Center  (1360  43^  Avenue) 

Work  anticipated  to  be  completed  at  1 360  43ri 
Avenue,  curreatly  housing  Principals  Center, 
and  any  available  State  matching  funds 
includes  the  following: 

Health  and  Safety  Needs 

Install  fire  detection  system 

Install  fire  sprinkler  system 

Repair  and/or  replacement  of  existing 

elevator 

Installation  of  a  new  elevator 

Repair  and/or  replacement  of  interior 

and  exterior  drinking  fountains 

Repair  and/or  replacement  of  classroom 

sinks 

Repair   and/or   replacement   of  ramps, 

including  handrails 

Repair  and/or  replacement  of  handrails 

in  interior  and  exterior  stairways 

Striping  of  all  stairs 

Modification  of  door  alcoves 

Installation  of  door  mats 

Repair  or  replace  chain  link  fencing 

Repave  damaged  asphalt  in  parking  lot 

and  in  playground 

Repair  concrete  sidewalks  and  pathways 

Repair  or  replace  air  grills 

Major  Building  System  Repair/Replacement/ 

Installation. 

Repair  or  replace  electrical  system 
Repair,  replace  or  install  clock  system 
Repair,  replace  or  install  phone  system 
Repair,  replace  or  install  security  system 
Repair  or  replace  plumbing  system 
Repair  or  replace  copper  pipes  in  domes- 
tic water  system 

Repair  or  replace  cast  iron  pipes  in  the 
sewage  system 
Repair  or  replace  roof  as  needed 

Restroom  Renovations 

Renovate  restrooms 

Accessibility  Work 

Striping  ahd  signage  for  disabled  parking 
Install  curb  ramps  and  striping  and  sig- 
nage for  loading  zones 


Installation  of  room  and  directional 
signage 

Installation  of  assistive  listening  devices 
as  needed 

Repair/replace/realign  couotertops  in- 
cluding, but  not  limited  to,  the  kitchen, 
cafeteria,  office  and  library 
Lower  electrical  switches 

Environmental  Improvements 

Where  work  will  be  done  in  areas  with 
Asbestos  Containing  Materials  (ACM's), 
those  ACM's  will  be  removed  and 
replaced  with  new  materials.  Lead  paint 
will  be  removed  from  any  area  that  will 
have  construction. 
Repair  or  replace  air  handling  unit 
Repair  or  replace  heating  system,  includ- 
ing boilers,  hydronic  heating  units  and 
gas  and  steam  pipes 

General  Improvements  and  Site  Repairs 
Repair  or  replace  auditorium  seating 
Repair  or  replace  gym  floor 
Repair  or  replace  stage  light  controls 
Replace  damaged  carpet   with  tile  or 
linoleum 

Partial  or  complete  replacement  of  dam- 
aged flooring 

Concrete   floors   will   be   resealed,  as 
needed  and,  if  required,  repainted. 
Damaged   or  failing   flooring   will  be 
replaced 

Cabinets  will  be  repaired  or  replaced  as 
needed 

Doors    not    replaced    to    be   stripped, 
resealed  and  painted 
Window   frames  not  replaced  will  be 
stripped,  resealed  and  painted 
Replacement  of  damaged  lockers. 
Restroom  fixtures  will  be  replaced  as 
needed 

Space  heaters  will  be  replaced  as  needed 
Electrical  outlets  and  switches  to  be 
replaced  as  needed 
Ceiling  exhaust  fans  will  be  installed. 
Sinks  in  various  non-restroom  areas  of 
the  building  (Janitor's  closets,  class- 
rooms, etc.)  will  be  replaced  as  needed 
Partial  or  complete  replacement  of  ceil- 
ings as  needed. 

Interior  ceilings   and   walls    will   be 
repaired  as  needed,  primed  and  painted 
The  interior  and  exterior  of  the  building 
to  be  painted  as  needed 
Replacement  of  gates 
Level  landings  in  paved  areas 
Modification  of  grates  in  paved  areas 
Replacement  of  door  hardware 


(Continued  on  next  page) 
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Impact  Community  Bigh  School  (1360  43^ 
Arcnue) 

Vork  anticipated  lo  be  completed  at  1360  43<d 
.venue,  currently  housing  Impact  Community 

High  School,  and  any  available  State  matching 

funds  includes  the  following: 

Heajthand  Safety  Needs 

Install  fire  detection  system 

Install  fire  sprinkler  system 

Repair  and/or  replacement  of  existing 

elevator 

Installation  of  a  new  elevator 

Repair  and/or  replacement  of  interior 

and  exterior  drinking  fountains 

Repair  and/or  replacement  of  classroom 

sinks 

Repair  and/or  replacement  of  ramps, 

including  handrails 

Repair  and/or  replacement  of  handrails 

in  interior  and  exterior  stairways 

Striping  of  all  stairs 

Modification  of  door  alcoves 

Installation  of  door  mats 

Repair  or  replace  chain  link  fencing 

Repave  damaged  asphalt  in  parking  lot 

and  in  playground 

Repair  concrete  sidewalks  and  pathways 

Repair  or  replace  air  grills 

Major  Building  System  Repair/Replacement/ 

Installation 

Repair  or  replace  electrical  system 
Repair,  replace  or  install  clock  system 
Repair,  replace  or  install  phone  system 
Repair,  replace  or  install  security  system 
Repair  or  replace  plumbing  system 
Repair  or  replace  copper  pipes  in  domes- 
tic water  system 

Repair  or  replace  cast  iron  pipes  in  the 
sewage  system 
Repair  or  replace  roof  as  needed 

Kestroom  Renovations 
Renovate  restrooms 

AreesEibilityVftri? 

Striping  and  signage  for  disabled  parking 
Install  curb  ramps  and  striping  and  sig- 
nage for  loading  zones 
Installation  of  room  and  directional 
signage 

Installation  of  assistive  listening  devices 
as  needed 

Repair/replace/realign  countertops   in- 
cluding, but  not  limited  to,  the  kitchen, 
cafeteria,  office  and  library 
Lower  electrical  switches 

Environmental  Improvements 

Where  work  will  be  done  in  areas  with 
Asbestos  Containing  Materials  (ACM's), 
those  ACM's  will  be  removed  and 
replaced  with  new  materials.  Lead  paint 
will  be  removed  from  any  area  thai  will 
have  construction. 
Repair  or  replace  air  handling  unit 


Repair  or  replace  heati 
ing  boilers,  hydronr 
gas  and  steam  pipes 


i\cpau  <ji  icpiacc  ucaung  system,  includ 
ing  boilers,  hydronic  healing  units  and 


General  Improvements  and  Site  Repairs 
Repair  or  replace  auditorium  seating 
Repair  or  replace  gym  floor 
Repair  or  replace  stage  light  controls 
Replace  damaged  carpet   with   tile   or 
linoleum 

Partial  or  complete  replacement  of  dam- 
aged flooring 

Concrete   floors   will   be   reseated,   as 
needed  and,  if  required,  repainted. 
Damaged  or  failing   flooring  will  be 
replaced 

Cabinets  will  be  repaired  or  replaced  as 
needed 

Doors  not   replaced   lo   be   stripped, 
reseated  and  painted 
Window  frames  not  replaced  will  be 
stripped,  reseated  and  painted 
Replacement  of  damaged  lockers. 
Restroom  fixtures  will  be  replaced  as 
needed 

Space  healers  will  be  reptaced  as  needed 
Electrical  outlets   and  switches   to  be 
replaced  as  needed 
Ceiling  exhaust  fans  will  be  installed. 
Sinks  in  various  non-reslroom  areas  of 
the  building  (janitor's  closets,  class- 
rooms, etc.)  will  be  replaced  as  needed 
Partial  or  complete  replacement  of  ceil- 
ings as  needed. 

Interior  ceilings    and   walls   will   be 
repaired  as  needed,  primed  and  painted 
The  interior  and  exterior  of  the  building 
to  be  painted  as  needed 
Replacement  of  gates 
Level  landings  in  paved  areas 
Modification  of  grates  in  paved  areas 
Replacement  of  door  hardware 

1360  43^  Avenue  (YTEC) 

Work  anticipated  to  be  completed  at  1 360  43ri 
Avenue,  currently  housing  YTEC,  and  any 
available  State  matching  funds  includes  the 
following: 

Health  and  Safety  Needs 

Install  fire  detection  system 

Install  fire  sprinkler  system 

Repair  and/or  replacement  of  existing 

elevator 

Installation  of  a  new  elevator 

Repair  and/or  replacement  of  interior 

and  exterior  drinking  fountains 

Repair  and/or  replacement  of  classroom 

sinks 

Repair  and/or  replacement  of  ramps, 

including  handrails 

Repair  and/or  replacement  of  handrails 

in  interior  and  exterior  stairways 

Striping  of  all  stairs 

Modification  of  door  alcoves 

Installation  of  door  mats 

Repair  or  replace  chain  link  fencing 


Repave  damaged  asphalt  in  parking  lot 
and  in  playground 

Repair  concrete  sidewalks  and  pathways 
Repair  or  replace  air  grills 

Major  Building  System  Repair/Replacement/ 

Installation 

Repair  or  replace  electrical  system 

Repair,  replace  or  install  clock  system 

Repair,  replace  or  install  phone  system 

Repair,  replace  or  install  security  system 

Repair  or  replace  plumbing  system 

Repair  or  replace  copper  pipes  in  domes 

tic  water  system 

Repair  or  replace  cast  uon  pipes  in  the 

sewage  system 

Repair  or  replace  roof  as  needed 

Restroom  Renovations 

Renovate  restrooms 

Accessibility  Work 

-    .      Striping  and  signage  for  disabled  parking 
Install  curb  ramps  and  striping  and  sig- 
nage for  loading  zones 
Installation   of  room   and   directional 
signage 

Installation  of  assistive  listening  devices 
as  needed 

Repair/replace/realign  countertops   in- 
cluding, but  not  limited  to,  the  kitchen, 
cafeteria,  office  and  library 
Lower  electrical  switches 

Environmental  Improvements 

Where  work  will  be  done  in  areas  with 
Asbestos  Containing  Materials  (ACM's), 
those  ACM's  will  be  removed  and 
replaced  with  new  materials.  Lead  paint 
will  be  removed  from  any  area  that  will 
have  construction. 
Repair  or  replace  air  handling  unit 
Repair  or  replace  heating  system,  includ- 
ing boilers,  hydronic  heating  units  and 
gas  and  steam  pipes 

General  Improvements  and  Site  Repairs 
Repair  or  replace  auditorium  seating 
Repair  or  replace  gym  floor 
Repair  or  replace  stage  light  controls 
Replace  damaged  carpet  with  tile  or 
linoleum 

Partial  or  complete  replacement  of  dam- 
aged flooring 

Concrete  floors  will  be  resealed,  as 
needed  and,  if  required,  repainted. 
Damaged  or  failing  flooring  will  be" 
replaced 

Cabinets  will  be  repaired  or  replaced  as 
needed 

Doors  not  replaced  to  be  stripped, 
resealed  and  painted 
Window  frames  not  replaced  will  be 
stripped,  resealed  and  painted 
Replacement  of  damaged  lockers 
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Rcscroom  futures  will  be  replaced  as 
needed 

Space  healers  will  be  replaced  as  needed 
Electrical   outlets  and    switches  to  be 
replaced  as  needed 
Ceiling  exhaust  fans  will  be  installed 
Sinks  in  various  non-restroom  areas  of 
the   building   (janitor's   closets,   class- 
rooms, etc  )  will  be  replaced  as  needed 
PartiaJ  or  complete  replacement  of  ceil 
ings  as  needed 

[nterior    ceilings    and    walls    will    be 
repaired  as  needed,  primed  and  painted 
The  interior  and  exterior  of  the  building 
to  be  painted  as  needed 
Replacement  of  gates 
Level  landings  in  paved  areas 
Modification  of  grates  in  paved  areas 
Replacement  of  door  hardware 

Hilltop  High  School  Campus  (2730  Bryant 
Street) 

Work  anticipated  to  be  completed  at  2730 
Bryant  Street,  currently  housing  Hilltop  High 
School/RAP,  through  this  bond  program,  and 
any  available  State  matching  funds  includes  the 
following: 

Health  and  Safety  Needs 

Install  fire  detection  system 

Install  fire  sprinkler  system 

Installation  of  a  new  elevator 

Repair  and/or  replacement  of  interior 

and  exterior  drinking  fountains 

Repair  and/or  replacement  of  classroom 

sinks 

Repair  and/or  replacement  of  ramps, 

including  handrails 

Repair  and/or  replacemeni  of  handrails 

in  interior  and  exterior  stairways 

Striping  of  all  stairs 

Modification  of  door  alcoves 

Installation  of  door  mats 

Repair  or  replace  chain  link  fencing 

Repave  damaged  asphalt  in  parking  lot 

and  in  playground 

Repair  concrete  sidewalks  and  pathways 

Repair  or  replace  air  grills 

Major  Building  System  Repair/Replacement/ 

Installation 

Repair  or  replace  electrical  system 
Repair,  replace  or  install  clock  system 
Repair,  replace  or  install  phone  system 
Repair,  replace  or  install  security  system 
Repair  or  replace  plumbing  system 
Repair  or  replace  copper  pipes  in  domes- 
tic water  system 

Repair  or  replace  cast  iron  pipes  in  the 
sewage  system 
Repair  or  replace  roof  as  needed 

Restroom  Renovations 

Renovate  restrooms 


Accessibility  Work 

Striping  and  signage  for  disabled  parking 
Installation  of  ramps  and  striping  and 
signage  for  loading  zones 
Installation  of  room  and  directional 
signage 

Installation  of  assistive  listening  devices 
as  needed 

Repair/replace/realign   countertops   in- 
cluding, but  not  limited  to,  the  kitchen, 
cafeteria,  office  and  library 
Lower  electrical  switches 
Raise  electrical  outlets 

Environmental  Improvements 

Where  work  will  be  done  in  areas  with 
Asbestos  Containing  Materials  (ACM's), 
those  ACM's  will  be  removed  and 
replaced  with  new  materials.  Lead  paint 
will  be  removed  from  any  area  that  will 
have  construction. 
Repair  or  replace  air  handling  unit 
Repair  or  replace  heating  system  includ- 
ing boilers,  hydremic  heating  units  and 
gas  and  steam  pipes 

General  Improvements  and  Site  Repairs 
Repair  or  replace  gym  floor 
Damaged  or  failing  flooring   will  be 
replaced 

Cabinets  will  be  repaired  or  replaced  as 
needed 

Doors    not   replaced    to   be    stripped, 
resealed  and  painted 
Window  frames   not  replaced   will   be 
stripped,  resealed  and  painted 
Replacement  of  damaged  lockers. 
Restroom  fixtures  will  be  replaced  as 
needed 

Space  heaters  will  be  replaced  as  needed 
Electrical  outlets  and  switches  to  be 
replaced  as  needed 

Ceiling  exhaust  fans  will  be  installed. 
Sinks  in  various  non-restroom  areas  of 
the  building  (janitor's  closets,  class- 
rooms, etc.)  will  be  replaced  as  needed 
Partial  or  complete  replacement  of  ceil- 
ings as  needed. 

Interior  ceilings   and   walls    will   be 
repaired  as  needed,  primed  and  painted 
The  interior  and  exterior  of  the  building 
to  be  painted  as  needed 
Replacement  of  gates 
Level  landings  in  paved  areas 
Modification  of  grates  in  paved  areas 
Replacement  of  door  hardware 

Charter  Schools 

The  following  District-owned  facilities  house 
Charter  Schools. 

1350-7111  Avenue  (currently  occupied  by 
Cross  Cultural  Academy) 
3531-221*1  Street  (currently  occupied  by 
Edison  Charter) 

1430  Scott  Street  (currently  co-occu- 
pied by  Gateway  Charter/KIPP  SF  Bay 


Academy) 

300  Seoeca  Avenue  (currently  occupied 

by  Leadership  Charter) 

Work  anticipated  to  be  completed  at  each  of 
these  facilities  through  this  bond  program,  and 
aoy  available  State  matching  funds  includes  the 

following: 

Health  and  Safety 

Install  fire  detection  system 

Install  fire  sprinkler  system 

Installation  of  chair  lifts 

Installation  of  new  elevators 

Rehabilitation  of  existing  elevators 

Repair  and/or  replacement  of  interior 

and  exterior  drinking  fountains 

Repair  and/or  replacement  of  classroom 

sinks 

Repair  and/or  replacement  of  ramps, 

including  handrails 

Repair  and/or  replacement  of  handrails 

in  interior  and  exterior  stairways 

Striping  of  all  stairs 

Modification  of  door  alcoves 

Installation  of  door  mats 

Repave  damaged  asphalt  in  parking  lot 

and  in  playground 

Repair  concrete  sidewalks  and  pathways 

Restroom  Renovations 

Renovate  restrooms 

Accessibility  Work 

Installation  of  curb  ramps  and  striping 
and  signage  for  loading  zones 
Striping  and  signage  for  disabled  parking 
Installation  of  room   and  directional 
signage 

Installation  of  assistive  listening  devices 
as  needed 

Repair/replace/realign  countertops   in- 
cluding, but  not  limited  to,  the  kitchen, 
cafeteria,  office  and  library 
Lower  electrical  switches 
Raise  electrical  outlets 
Replacement  of  gates 
Level  landings  in  paved  areas 
Modification  of  grates  in  paved  areas 
Replacement  of  door  hardware 

School  of  the  Arts 

The  District  proposes  to  use  $15  million  for 
rehabilitating  the  complex  at  135  Van  Ness 
Avenue  or  an  as-yet  unidentified  alternative 
site,  in  order  to  allow  for  its  occupancy  by  the 
School  of  the  Arts  ("SOTA").  The  cost  of  the 
SOTA  project  will  include  its  share  of  the  costs 
of  bond  issuance,  architectural,  engineering 
and  similar  planning  costs,  construction  man- 
agement, legal  costs  and  other  costs  ordinarily 
chargeable  to  capital  accounts  or  odaerwise  per- 
mitted by  law  and  a  customary  contingency  for 
unforeseen  site  acquisition,  design,  construc- 
tion and  other  permitted  costs. 

(Continued  on  next  page) 
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Greening  of  Playgrounds 

The  District  proposes  to  use  $5  million  of  bond 
proceeds  to  incorporate  green  design  opportu- 
nities in  the  play  areas  of  certain  District 
schools  and  as  a  way  of  providing  an  outdoor 
learning  environment  for  students  as  specified. 
It  is  the  District's  intent  to  prioritize  the  use  of 
these  funds  to  the  following  schools: 

Priority  I  Facilities 

Alamo  Elementary  School 

Alice  Fong  Yu  Elementary  School 

Buena  Vista  Elementary  School 

Cabrillo  Elementary  School 

Chinese  Education  Center  Elementary  School 

Claire  Lilienthal  K-2  (Madison  Campus) 

Cleveland  Elementary  School 

Dr.  George  Washington  Carver  Elementary 

School 

Dr.  William  Cobb  Elementary  School 

Edison  Elementary  Campus 

Fairmount  Elementary  School 

Francis  Scott  Key  Elementary  School 

Glen  Park  Elementary  School 

Golden  Gate  Elementary  School 

Grattan  Elementary  School 

Jefferson  Elementary  School 

John  Muir  Elementary  School 

John  Swett  Elementary  School 

Lakeshore  Elementary  School 

Lawton  Elementary  School 

Marshall  Elementary  School 

Mission  Education  Center  Elementary  School 

and  Kate  Kennedy  Child  Development  Center 

New  Traditions  Elementary  School 

Rooftop  Elementary  School  (Burnett  Campus) 

Sanchez  Elementary  School 

Spring  Valley  Elementary  School 

Sunset  Elementary  School 

Sutro      Elementary      School      and      Child 

Development  Center 

Twenty-first  Century  Elementary  School 

Ulloa  Elementary  School 

William  De  Avila  Elementary  School 

Priority  2  Facilities 

Burnett  Child  Development  Center 

Commodore   Stockton  Child   Development 

Center 

Jefferson  Child  Development  Center 

John  McLaren  Child  Development  Center 

Junipero  Serra  Annex  Child  Development 

Center 

Mission  Child  Development  Center 

Noriega  Child  Development  Center 

Presidio  Child  Development  Center 

Raphael  Weill  Child  Development  Center 

San  Miguel  Child  Development  Center 

Theresa  Mahler  Child  Development  Center 

Gardening  in  schools  provides  for  standards 
based  teaching,  interaction  with  the  environ- 
ment and  hands  on  learning.  Basic  design  of 
schoolyard  gardens  may  include: 

•      Gardening  area,  including  plants  and  irri- 
gation systems 


Work  areas  for  potting,  cutting,  measuring, 

writing,  drawing,  etc. 

Areas  for  reflection,  joumaling,  reading, 

observing 

•  Shade  areas  with  gazebos  or  roofs 

•  Toolshed/Storage  Shed  with  space  for  stu- 
dent instruction,  including  seating,  bulletin 
boards,  whiteboards,  display  and/or  black- 
board surface 

Fencing-Basic  chain   link  as  barrier  or 
multi-use  for  vertical  growing 

•  Curb  or  mowstrip 

•  Entrances  and  exit  gates 

Additional  elements  may  include: 

Lighting 

Sundial 

Water  gauge 

Weather  station 

Solar  powered  items  such  as  clocks  and 

fountains 

Greenhouses 

Cold  frames 

Worm  bins 

Weather  vanes 

Bird  houses 

A  labyrinth  on  the  lawn 

Art  &  Educational  signatures 

Tile,  mosaics,  murals,  birdbaths 

Fenced  areas  for  animals 

The  cost  of  the  green  design  projects  will 
include  their  share  of  the  costs  of  bond 
issuance,  architectural,  engineering  and  similar 
planning  costs,  construction  management,  legal 
costs  and  other  costs  ordinarily  chargeable  to 
capital  accounts  under  applicable  law  and  a 
customary  contingency  for  unforeseen  design, 
construction  and  other  permitted  costs. 

Bond  Planning  and  Appraisals 

The  District  plans  to  allocate  $2  million  in  pro- 
ceeds from  this  bond  to  plan  for  ADA  accessi- 
bility work,  as  well  as  analyzing  building  sys- 
tem deficiencies  at  all  District  facilities  not 
included  in  this  proposition.  Funds  will  also  be 
used  to  offset  the  cost  of  the  preparation  of 
future  bond  program  reports  for  these  same 
facilities. 
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PROPOSITION  A 

This  Proposition  may  be  known  and  referred  (o  as  the  "San  Francisco 
Quality  Teacher  and  Education  Act  of  2008"  or  as  "Proposition  A". 

FINDINGS 

WHEREAS:  The  Board  of  Education  of  the  San  Francisco  Unified 
School  District  (the  "Board")  believes  that  a  qualified  special  tax  is  nec- 
essary to  maintain  quality  education  for  all  of  the  students  of  the  San 
Francisco  Unified  School  District  (the  "District");  and 

WHEREAS:  Funding  from  the  State  of  California  (the  "State")  and 
Federal  Government  have  been  inadequate  to  meet  these  objectives  and 
the  Board  has  no  assurance  that  Stale  or  Federal  funding  will  permit  the 
District  to  meet  these  objectives  in  the  future;  and 

WHEREAS:  Since  Proposition  13  passed  in  1978,  California's  per-pupil 
spending  has  slid  to  one  of  the  lowest  in  the  nation;  in  January  2008,  an 
Education  Week  report  ranked  California  46*  in  education  spending 
nationwide;  and 

WHEREAS:  San  Francisco  has  the  2"  highest  cost  of  living  of  any  city 
in  the  country  but  there  are  13  cities  in  California  alone  that  pay  teachers 
more  than  San  Francisco;  and 

WHEREAS:  The  District  has  a  difficult  time  attracting  and  retaining 
quality  teachers,  with  some  schools  suffering  from  high  teacher  turn  over 
and  some  subjects,  such  as  bilingual  education,  special  education,  math, 
and  science,  experiencing  teacher  shortages;  and 

WHEREAS:  Education  studies  have  show  that  one  of  the  most  impor- 
tant factors  determining  student  achievement  is  a  fully  supported,  well- 
trained  and  consistent  teacher  in  the  classroom;  and 

WHEREAS:  The  Board  of  Education  has  determined  in  its  best  judg- 
ment that  in  order  to  improve  quality  education  in  San  Francisco  for  all 
students  that  an  election  is  advisable  and  necessary  to  request  voters  to 
authorize  a  qualified  special  tax  in  the  amount  of  $198  per  year  per  parcel 
of  taxable  real  property,  to  be  collected  beginning  July  1,  2008; 

WHEREAS:  Section  4  of  Article  XII1A  of  the  California  Constitution 
and  Sections  50075,  50076,  50077,  50079  and  53722  et  seq.  of  the 
California  Government  Code,  authorize  a  school  district,  upon  approval 
of  two-thirds  of  the  electorate  voting  on  the  proposition,  to  levy  a  quali- 
fied special  tax  for  specified  purposes  following  notice  and  a  public  hear- 
ing; and 

WHEREAS:  The  Board  of  Education  has  conducted  public  hearing  after 
due  notice  regarding  the  proposed  authorization  of  the  special  tax,  as 
required  by  law,  and 

THEREFORE  BE  IT  RESOLVED:  That  based  upon  these  findings,  the 
Board  of  Education  of  the  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District  provides 
as  follows: 

Section  1:  TERMS  OF  THE  SAN  FRANCISCO  QUALITY 
TEACHER  AND  EDUCATION  ACT  OF  2008 

(a)  Terms  and  Purposes:  Upon  approval  of  two  thirds  of  those  vot- 
ing on  this  proposition,  the  District  shall  be  authorized  to  and  shall  levy 
a  qualified  special  tax  of  $198  per  year  per  parcel  of  taxable  real  prop- 
erty in  the  District,  commencing  July  1 ,  2008,  and  adjusting  for  inflation 
each  year  thereafter  by  the  San  Francisco  All  Items  Consumer  Price  Index 
for  All  Urban  Consumers  (CP1-U)  as  reported  by  the  US  Department  of 
Labor's  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics 


The  qualified  special  tax  shall  be  known  and  referred  to  as  the  "San 
Francisco  Quality  Teacher  and  Education  Act  of  2008."  Proceeds  of  the 
San  Francisco  Quality  Teacher  and  Education  Act  of  2008  shall  be  autho- 
rized to  be  used  to: 

•  Strategically  raise  the  salary  of  teachers  and  provide  retention  bonus- 
es so  the  District  can  compete  with  other  districts  in  attracting  and 
retaining  the  best  teachers  to  support  student  achievement; 

•  Provide  additional  compensation/stipends  to  teachers  who  work  at 
schools  with  high  teacher  turnover  and  in  hard-to-fill  subject  areas; 

•  Provide  additional  training  to  staff,  including  Child  Development 
Program  and  K-12  teachers  and  paraprofessionals; 

•  Provide  more  competitive  compensation  and/or  benefits  to  other 
school  personnel; 

•  Develop  a  Master  Teacher  program  and  provide  incentives  for  excep- 
tional teachers  to  stay  in  the  classroom  to  support  student  achieve- 
ment and  promote  professional  learning  communities; 

•  Expand  and  improve  the  Peer  Assistance  and  Review  program  and 
increase  teacher  support  and  accountability; 

Support  best  practices  at  schools  by  providing  additional  recognition 
and  resources  to  schools  that  model  effective  school-wide  strategies 
and  show  the  most  growth  in  student  achievement; 

•  Improve  academic  innovation,  technology  and  other  support  resourc- 
es to  assure  continuous  growth  of  innovative  teaching  and  learning 
opportunities  and  provide  students,  parents,  and  teachers  with  access 
to  current  technology  and  adequate  resources  to  support  student 
achievement; 

•  Allocate  a  portion  of  funds  to  public  charter  schools;  and 

•  Conduct  the  election  and  provide  oversight  to  make  sure  the  proceeds 
from  the  parcel  tax  are  only  spent  in  the  manner  approved  by  the 
voters. 

(b)  Senior  Citizen  Exemption  Available:  An  optional  exemption  from 
the  special  tax  will  be  made  available  annually  to  each  individual  in  the 
District  who  attains  65  years  of  age  prior  to  July  I  of  the  tax  year,  and  who 
owns  a  beneficial  interest  in  the  parcel,  and  who  uses  that  parcel  as  his  or 
her  principal  place  of  residence,  and  who  applies  to  the  District  on  or 
before  July  1  of  each  tax  year,  or  during  the  first  year  of  the  tax  at  a  date  to 
be  determined  by  the  Board  of  Education.  Any  application  for  such  exemp- 
tion must  be  submitted  to  the  District  and  must  be  renewed  annually. 

Section  2:    ACCOUNTABILITY  MEASURES 

(a)  Oversight  Committee:An  independent  oversight  committee  shall 
be  appointed  by  the  Board  of  Education  to  ensure  that  the  proceeds  from 
this  proposition  are  expended  for  the  purposes  described  in  the  proposi- 
tion. 

(b)  Government  Code  Section  50075.1  Compliance:  The  mem- 
bers of  the  Board,  the  Superintendent  of  the  District,  and  officers  of  the 
District  are  hereby  requested  and  directed,  individually  and  collectively, 
to  provide  accountability  propositions  pursuant  to  Government  Code 
Section  50075.1  that  include,  but  are  not  limited  to,  all  of  the  following: 
(i)  a  statement  indicating  the  specific  purposes  of  the  qualified  special 
tax,  (ii)  a  requirement  that  the  proceeds  be  applied  only  to  the  specific 
purposes  identified  pursuant  to  subsection  (i),  (iii)  the  creation  of  a  sepa- 
rate special  account  into  which  the  proceeds  from  the  special  taxes  shall 
be  deposited,  and  (iv)  an  annual  report  pursuant  to  Section  50075.3.  of 
the  Government  Code. 

(c)  Government  Code  Section  50075.3  Compliance:  Pursuant  to 
Section  500753  of  the  Government  Code,  the  Board  directs  that  the 
Chief  Financial  Officer  of  (he  District  file  a  report  with  the  Board  no  later 
than  January  1,  2009,  and  at  least  once  a  year  thereafter.  The  annual 
report  shall  contain  both  of  the  following:  (i)  the  amount  of  funds  col- 
lected and  expended  from  the  special  taxes,  and  (ii)  the  status  of  any 
projects  or  programs  required  or  authorized  to  be  funded  as  identified  in 
subsection  (a)(i)  hereof  from  the  proceeds  of  the  special  taxes. 
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(d)  Specific  Purposes:  All  of  the  purposes  se(  forth  in  (he  proposi- 
tion shall  constitute  the  specific  purposes  of  the  San  Francisco  Quality 
Teacher  and  Education  Act  of  2008,  and  the  proceeds  of  that  special  tax 
shall  be  applied  only  for  such  purposes,  and  shall  not  fund  any  program, 
project  or  reduction  other  than  those  authorized  above. 

Section  3:    PROTECTION  OF  FUNDING 

If  the  adoption  of  this  Proposition  results  in  any  decrease  in  State  or 
Federal  funding  to  the  District,  then  the  amount  of  the  special  taxes 
authorized  by  this  Proposition  will  be  reduced  annually  as  necessary  in 
order  to  restore  any  such  reduction  in  Stale  or  Federal  funding;  or  the 
Board  may  authorize  the  Tax  Collector  to  transfer  to  the  City's  Children's 
Fund,  or  such  other  fund  as  the  Board  may  designate  for  activities  that 
are  consistent  with  the  general  purposes  of  this  proposition,  such  amounts 
as  are  designated  by  the  Board  to  be  necessary  to  restore  any  such  reduc- 
tion in  State  or  Federal  funding. 

Section  4:    LEVY  AND  COLLECTION 

(a)  Collection:  The  San  Francisco  Quality  Teacher  and  Education  Act 
of  2008  special  tax  shall  be  collected  by  the  City  And  County  of  San 
Francisco's  Office  of  the  Treasurer  andTax  Collector(the  "Tax  Collector") 
at  the  same  time  and  in  the  same  manner  and  shall  be  subject  to  the  same 
penalties  as  ad  valorem  property  taxes  collected  by  the  Tax  Collector.  The 
collection  of  taxes  under  the  Quality  Teacher  in  Every  Classroom  of  2008 
shall  not  decrease  the  funds  available  from  other  sources  of  the  District 
in  any  period  from  the  effective  date  hereof. 

(b)  Definition:  "Parcel  of  taxable  real  property"  as  used  herein  shall 
be  defined  as  any  unit  of  real  property  in  the  City  and  County  of  San 
Francisco  that  receives  a  separate  tax  bill  for  ad  valorem  property  taxes 
from  the  Tax  Collector's  Office. 

(c)  Exemption:  All  property  that  the  Tax  Collector  has  determined  to 
be  otherwise  exempt  from  or  on  which  are  levied  no  ad  valorem  property 
taxes  in  any  year  shall  also  be  exempt  from  the  San  Francisco  Quality 
Teacher  and  Education  Act  of  2008  in  such  year.  The  Tax  Collector's 
determination  of  exemption  or  relief  for  any  reason  of  any  parcel  from 
taxation,  other  than  the  Senior  Citizen  Exemption,  shall  be  final  on  the 
taxpayer  for  purposes  of  the  San  Francisco  Quality  Teacher  and  Education 
Act  of  2008. Taxpayers  desiring  to  challenge  the  Tax  Collector's  determi- 
nation should  do  so  under  the  procedures  established  by  the  Tax 
Collector's  Office  and  Section  4876.5  of  the  California  Revenue  and 
Taxation  Code  or  other  applicable  law.  Taxpayers  seeking  any  refund  of 
taxes  paid  pursuant  to  the  San  Francisco  Quality  Teacher  and  Education 
Act  of  2008  shall  follow  the  procedures  applicable  to  tax  refunds  pursu- 
ant to  the  California  revenue  and  Taxation  Code. 

(d)  List  of  Senior  Citizen  Exemption:  Parcels  owned  and  occupied  by 
individuals  who  are  65  years  of  age  or  older  may  be  exempt  pursuant  to 
the  Senior  Citizen  Exemption  provisions  set  forth  above.  The  District 
shall  annually  provide  a  list  to  the  Tax  Collector,  on  or  before  a  date 
established  by  the  Tax  Collector  each  year,  of  the  parcels  which  the 
District  has  approved  for  (he  Senior  Citizen  Exemption  as  described 
above. 

(e)  Duration:  The  collection  of  taxes  pursuant  to  this  San  Francisco 
Quality  Teacher  and  Education  Act  of  2008  shall  commence  July  1 ,  2008 
and  expire  June  30,  2028. 

(0  Appropriations  Limit:  The  Board  shall  provide,  pursuant  to 
Section  7902.1  of  the  Government  Code  or  any  successor  provision  of 
law,  for  any  increase  in  the  District's  appropriations  limit  as  shall  be 
necessary  to  ensure  that  the  proceeds  of  the  special  tax  may  be  collected 
and  spent  for  the  authorized  purposes. 


Sections:    SEVERABILITY 

The  Board  hereby  declares,  and  the  voters  by  approving  this  proposition 
concur,  that  every  section,  paragraph,  sentence  and  clause  of  this  proposi- 
tion has  independent  value,  and  the  Board  and  the  voters  would  have 
adopted  each  provision  hereof  regardless  of  every  other  provision  hereof 
Upon  approval  of  this  proposition  by  the  voters,  should  any  part  be  found 
by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  to  be  invalid  for  any  reason,  all 
remaining  parts  hereof  shall  remain  in  full  force  and  effect  to  the  fullest 
extent  allowed  by  law. 


PROPOSITION  B 

Describing  and  setting  forth  a  proposal  to  the  qualified  voters  of 
the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  amend  the  Charter  of  the  City 
and  County  of  San  Francisco  by: 

•  amending  Section  A8.428,  to  increase  the  years  of  service 
required  for  new  employees  to  qualify  for  subsidized  health 
benefits  at  retirement  and  to  adjust  the  formula  for  calculating 
retiree  health  benefit  subsidies  for  those  new  employees; 

•  adding  Sections  12.204,  A8.409-7,  and  A8.590-8,  and  amend- 
ing Section  A8.432,  to  fund  retiree  health  benefits  for  the  City 
and  County  of  San  Francisco  and  other  participating  employ- 
ers; 

•  adding  Sections  A8.404-1  and  A8.409-8  so  that  economic  pro- 
visions, including  wages,  shall  not  be  increased  for  miscella- 
neous City  and  County  employees  for  the  fiscal  year  commenc- 
ing July  1 ,  2009  and  ending  on  June  30,  2010,  and  recognizing 
certain  ongoing  economic  expenditures  by  the  City  and  County 
in  future  years;  and 

•  adding  Sections  A8.526-2  and  A8.526-3,  and  amending 
Sections  A8.509,  A8.587-2  and  A8 .587-13,  to  increase  retire- 
ment benefits  for  retirees  and  employees  who  retire  on  or  after 
January  10,  2009  to  encourage  longer  employment  and  reten- 
tion and  improved  cost  of  living  benefits  for  all  retirees  and 
employees. 

The  Board  of  Supervisors  hereby  submits  to  the  qualified  voters  of 
the  City  and  County,  at  an  election  to  be  held  on  June  3,  2008,  a  pro- 
posal to  amend  the  Charter  of  the  City  and  County  by:  amending  Sections 
A8.428,  A8.432,  A8 .509,  A8 .587-2  and  A8.587-13;  and,  adding  Sections 
12.204,  A8.404-1,  A8.409-7,  A8.409-8,  A8.526-2,  A8.526-3,  and 
A8 .590-8;  all  to  read  as  follows: 

Note:   Additions  are  single -underline  italics  Times  New  Roman: 
Deletions  are  strikethrough  italics  Times  New  Roman. 

SEC.  12204.  RETIREE  HEALTH  CARE  TRUST  FUND. 

The  Retiree  Health  Care  Trust  Fund  ("RHCTF")  shall  be  an  irre- 
vocable trust  fund  established  under  Section  A8.432.  and  separate  from 
the  Health  Service  System  trust  fund  described  in  Charter  Sections 
12.203  and  A8.428.  to  provide  a  funding  source  to  defray  the  cost  of  the 
City's,  and  other  Participating  Employers',  obligations  to  pay  for  health 
coverage  for  retired  persons  and  their  survivors  entitled  to  health  cover- 
age under  Section  A8.428.  Trust  assets  slmll  be  held  for  the  sole  and 
exclusive  purpose  of  providing  health  coverage  to  eligible  retired  persons 
and  their  survivors,  and  to  defray  the  reasonable  expenses  of  administer- 
ing the  RHCTF.  including  but  not  limited  to  educational,  actuarial,  con- 
sulting, administrative  support  and  accounting  expenses  associated  with 
the  RHCTF.  Administrative  costs,  including  but  not  limited  to  educa- 
tional, actuarial  and  consulting  expenses  associated  with  the  Retiree 
Health  Care  Trust  Fund,  as  adopted  bv  the  board  of  supervisors  in  the 
annual  budget,  shall  be  paid  from  the  Retiree  Health  Care  Trust  Fund, 
but  only  upon  adoption  of  a  resolution  by  the  Retiree  Health  Trust  Fund 
Board  approving  such  expenses. 
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TENTATIVE  AGREEMENT  FOR 

SFUSD-UESF 

MEMORANDUM  OF  UNDERSTANDING 

Regarding  the  Distribution  of  Potential  Parcel  Tax  Revenues 
for  Teacher  Compensation  and  Other  Selected  Areas. 

The  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District  (the  "District")  and  the  United  Educators  of  San 
Francisco  ("UESF"  or  "Union")  agree  that  in  the  event  a  parcel  tax  measure  is  passed  on  the 
June  3,  2008  ballot  the  following  provisions  shall  be  implemented  through  appropriate  action  by 
the  Board  of  Education. 

Additional  Teacher  Compensation: 

The  salary  schedules  shall  be  adjusted  in  accordance  with  Attachment  A  to  take  effect  on  a  date 
subsequent  to  July  1,  2008  and  as  soon  as  administratively  feasible  following  receipt  of  the 
parcel  tax  revenues  from  the  City  Controller.  In  no  event  shall  the  parcel  tax  adjusted  salary 
schedules  set  forth  in  Attachment  A  take  effect  later  than  ninety  (90)  days  after  the  District's 
receipt  of  funds  from  the  parcel  tax.  Effective  August  1,  2008,  teachers  receiving  additional 
salary  credit  placement  for  academic  units  shall  have  those  units  reviewed  by  the  Human 
Resources  Department,  or  District  designee,  for  the  purpose  of  seeing  that  they  advance  the 
subject  area  or  credential  of  the  individual.  In  cases  of  dispute  the  Head  of  Human  Resources  or 
designee  shall  make  the  final  determination.  The  District  and  the  Union  shall  consult  on  the 
criteria  and  process  for  the  implementation  of  this  section.  Future  negotiated  salary  percentage 
increases  from  reopener  or  full  contract  bargaining  shall  be  calculated  based  on  the  schedules  in 
effect  on  July  1,  2008,  which  shall  be  referred  to  in  the  collective  bargaining  agreement  as  the 
base  salary  schedules. 

Continuing  Education: 

An  additional  18  hours  of  continuing  education  supported  by  parcel  tax  revenues  shall  be  added 
for  each  K-12  certificated  bargaining  unit  member.  These  continuing  education  hours  shall  be 
compensated  at  the  rate  of  $40  per  hour. 

An  additional  6  hours  of  continuing  education  supported  by  parcel  tax  revenues  shall  be  added 
for  each  CDP  teacher  at  a  rate  $30  per  hour. 

Additional  site-based  or  centralized  continuing  education  supported  by  parcel  tax  revenues  shall 
be  compensated  at  the  same  above  rate  which  shall  also  be  listed  in  the  salary  schedule  of  the 
certificated  contract. 

The  District  and  the  Union  shall  consult  in  establishing  the  content  and  schedule  for  the 
Continuing  Education  process  that  is  supported  by  parcel  tax  revenues  with  the  goal  of  having 
continuing  education  decisions  made  at  the  school  site  and  embedded  into  the  site  programs. 

Paraprofessional  Continuing  Education: 

An  additional  12  hours  of  continuing  education  supported  by  parcel  tax  revenues  shall  be  added 
for  each  paraprofessional  at  a  rate  of  $19  per  hour. 
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Additional  site-based  or  centralized  continuing  education  supported  by  parcel  tax  revenues  shall 
be  compensated  at  the  same  above  rate  which  shall  also  be  listed  in  the  salary  schedule  of  the 
classified  contract. 

The  District  and  the  Union  shall  consult  in  establishing  the  content  and  schedule  for  the 
Continuing  Education  process  that  is  supported  by  parcel  tax  revenues  with  the  goal  of  having 
continuing  education  decisions  made  at  the  school  site  and  embedded  into  the  site  programs. 

Paraprofessional  Retirement  System: 

The  District  shall  contribute  an  additional  amount  to  paraprofessional  retirement  accounts  so  that 
the  total  District  contribution  to  such  accounts  is  equivalent  to  the  2007-2008  employer 
contribution  the  District  would  otherwise  pay  for  Social  Security. 

CDP  Staffing  Pilot  Program: 

The  Union  and  the  District  shall  support  the  CDP  Staffing  Pilot  Program  to  regularize  the 
staffing  and  increase  the  compensation  paid  to  Union  members  working  in  the  CDP.  Upon  the 
mutual  agreement  of  the  District  and  the  Union,  this  staffing  pilot  Program  shall  be  continued 
with  the  goal  of  making  it  a  standard  for  the  entire  program. 

Substitutes: 

A  total  of  forty  (40)  substitutes  shall  be  granted  the  benefits  offered  to  160-day  substitutes. 
Parcel  tax  revenues  shall  be  used,  in  addition  to  the  amount  currently  stated  in  the  collective 
bargaining  agreement,  for  this  purpose.  Effective  beginning  in  the  2008-2009  school  year,  all 
160-day  substitutes  shall  be  assigned  to  hard-to-staff  schools.  On  any  day  that  no  hard-to-staff 
school  assignment  is  available  for  a  160-day  substitute,  that  160-day  substitute  may  select  a 
substitute  assignment  at  a  non-hard-to-staff  school  for  that  day.  A  new  classification  shall  be 
created  for  these  forty  (40)  bargaining  unit  members.  The  District  and  the  Union  shall  consult  on 
the  procedures  to  implement  this  section. 

Master  Teachers: 

In  the  interest  of  providing  a  pathway  for  teacher  leadership  as  well  as  support  for  selected 
school  sites,  the  District  and  the  Union  agree  to  establish  a  Master  Teacher  program  of  up  to  fifty 
(50)  teachers.  Teachers  designated  as  Master  Teachers  shall  receive  additional  compensation  in 
the  amount  of  Two  Thousand  Five  Hundred  Dollars  ($2,500.00)  annually  and  shall  be  provided 
with  0.2  FTE  release  time  to  assist  other  teachers  at  their  schools  or  other  District-designated 
sites.  The  District  shall  consult  with  the  Union  in  establishing  the  criteria  and  selection  process 
for  the  Master  Teacher  Program.  The  District  and  Union  shall  consult  on  the  criteria  and 
selection  process  as  well  as  the  evaluation  of  the  Program. 

Hard  to  Staff  Schools: 

In  recognition  of  the  additional  work  teachers  do  beyond  the  school  day,  and  in  the  interest  of 
providing  additional  pay  for  additional  work  at  hard-to-staff  schools,  the  District  shall 
compensate  each  full-time  certificated  staff  member  at  a  hard-to-staff  school  an  additional  Two 
Thousand  Dollars  ($2,000.00)  per  school  year  (pro  rated  for  part-time  service).  This  additional 
work  shall  be  self-directed  time  spent  beyond  the  regular  work  day/work  week.  The  District  will 
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determine  an  appropriate  method  of  reporting  the  time  spent.  The  District,  in  consultation  with 
the  Union,  may  select  up  to  twenty-five  (25)  schools  to  receive  the  hard-to-staff  designation. 

In  the  years  that  the  District  allocates  funds  for  tuition  credit,  teachers  who  serve  at  hard-to-staff 
schools  while  still  working  on  their  credentials  may  receive  a  tuition  credit  stipend  of  up  to  One 
Thousand  Dollars  ($1,000.00)  per  school  year  for  each  of  their  first  three  years  of  service. 
Teachers  at  non-hard-to-staff  school  sites  who  are  still  working  on  their  credentials  may  also  be 
eligible  to  receive  this  support  if  sufficient  funding  is  available. 

Hard  to  Fill  Subject  Areas: 

In  the  interest  of  providing  a  skilled  and  qualified  certificated  teacher  in  every  classroom, 
beginning  with  the  2008-2009  school  year  the  District  shall  offer  teachers  in  each  of  the  three 
District-identified  hard-to-fill  subject  areas  (and  up  to  two  other  areas  of  special  need  or 
significance  that  may  be  identified  by  the  Superintendent)  a  stipend.  Such  stipends  shall  be  paid 
on  the  following  basis:  One  Thousand  Dollars  ($1,000.00)  at  the  end  of  the  2008-2009  school 
year  and  each  school  year  thereafter  that  the  subject  area  is  identified  as  hard-to-fill.  If  the  hard- 
to-fill  designation  no  longer  applies  to  a  particular  subject  area,  there  shall  be  a  two-year  period 
before  such  payments  are  stopped. 

Support  for  School  Site  Increases  in  Achievement: 

Beginning  with  the  2008-2009  school  year,  the  twenty  (20)  schools  that  show  the  most 
improvement  in  their  API  scores,  or  other  mutually  agreed  upon  growth  measures,  shall  be 
recognized  for  their  efforts  in  increasing  student  achievement  with  a  school  site  block  grant  of 
Thirty  Thousand  Dollars  ($30,000.00).  Distribution  of  the  money  in  the  block  grant  shall  be 
subject  to  a  recommendation  vote  by  the  entire  school  site  staff,  but  shall  be  determined  by  the 
school  site  council.  The  District  and  the  Union  shall  consult  on  the  designation  of  the  twenty 
(20)  schools. 

Teacher  Support  and  Accountability: 

A.  The  District  will  use  parcel  tax  revenues  to  increase  the  number  of  Peer  Assistance  and 
Review  (PAR)  coaches  by  no  more  than  five.  If  five  additional  coaches  are  not  needed, 
then  the  additional  money  will  be  redirected  to  certificated  salaries  covered  by  this  parcel 
taxMOU. 

B.  Recommendations  to  the  Labor/Management  Evaluation  Committee  that  is  charged  with 
developing  a  new  evaluation  procedure  for  certificated  personnel  shall  also  include 
recommendations  for  changes  in  the  PAR  program.  The  District  and  the  Union  shall 
direct  their  appointees  to  the  Labor/Management  Evaluation  Committee  charged  with 
these  responsibilities  to  report  to  the  Superintendent  and  to  the  President  of  the  Union  no 
later  than  One  Hundred  Twenty  (120)  working  days  following  the  passage  of  the  parcel 
tax. 

C.  The  following  changes  will  be  made  to  the  PAR  program: 

1 .  Teachers  who  receive  a  "needs  improvement"  rating  for  two  consecutive 

semesters  shall  be  eligible  to  be  referred  to  the  PAR  program,  and  shall  be 
admitted  by  the  mutual  agreement  of  the  Co-Chairs.  If  the  PAR  Panel  Co- 
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Chairs  fail  to  agree,  the  individual's  participation  in  PAR  shall  be 
appealed  by  the  Co-Chairs  to  the  Superintendent  for  final  determination. 

A  teacher  who  has  exited  the  PAR  program  and  subsequently  receives  an 
unsatisfactory  notice  may  subsequently  be  moved  to  dismissal  by  the 
district  in  accordance  with  due  process  as  provided  in  the  Education  Code. 
The  PAR  panel  findings  shall  also  be  admissible  in  any  dismissal 
proceedings. 

3.  The  following  essential  standards  are  linked  to  the  California  Standards 

for  the  Teaching  Profession  and  shall  be  required  for  teachers  to 
demonstrate  proficiency: 

CSTP  Essential  Standards 

i.         3.2    Organize  curriculum  to  support  student  understanding  of 
subject  matter  based  on  Content  and  Performance  Standards  and  Core 
Curriculum. 

ii.  1 .4    Engage  students  in  problem  solving,  critical  thinking  and 

other  activities  that  make  subject  matter  meaningful. 

iii.  2.4        Establish  and  maintain  standards  for  student  behavior. 

iv.  2.5  Implement  classroom  procedures  and  routines  that  support 

student  learning. 

v.  5.4  Use  results  of  assessment  to  guide  instruction. 

vi.         4.1  Design  long-term  and  individual  lesson  plans  to  foster  and 
support  student  learning. 

vii.  5.5  Communicate  with  students  and  families  about  progress. 

4.  The  PAR  program  shall  be  expanded  to  encourage  additional  voluntary 
participation  based  on  self-reflection  by  teachers  with  Satisfactory  or 
equivalent  ratings  who  seek  to  improve  their  already  satisfactory 
performance.  Such  self-referral  shall  not  be  subject  to  the  PAR  evaluation 
process. 

5.  No  other  changes  to  Article  41  of  the  certificated  contract  are  implied  or 
intended. 

Savings  Clause: 

If  revenues  exceed  or  fall  below  this  expenditure  model,  the  District  and  the  Union  shall  meet  to 
negotiate  the  use  of  that  proportion  of  the  revenue  that  has  been  assigned  to  the  UESF 
certificated  and  classified  units  in  this  spending  plan. 
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In  the  event  that  the  parcel  tax  expires  without  being  renewed  by  the  voters,  the  salary  schedules 
shall  revert  to  those  in  effect  on  July  1,  2008,  plus  subsequent  negotiated  salary  increases.  All 
other  economic  incentives  and  other  expenditures  that  use  parcel  tax  revenues  shall  cease  to  exist 
effective  June  30    of  the  year  in  which  the  parcel  tax  expires  and  is  not  renewed. 

In  the  event  that  the  parcel  tax  fails  to  pass  by  the  necessary  majority  and  go  into  effect,  the 
provisions  of  this  MOU  shall  be  null  and  void. 

For  the  District  For  the  Union 

^6l_  x^__-  t/is-/<w 
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San  Francisco  Chronicle,  City  Insider,  June  12,  2009 

Time  to  sell:  The  San  Francisco  Civil  Grand  Jury  has  taken  school  district  officials  to  task, 
saying  they  have  been  hoarding  unused  real  estate  while  simultaneously  taking  city  money  to 
help  balance  the  district's  budget. 

The  report  released  Thursday  urges  the  district  to  sell  surplus  property,  which  would  add  to  the 
city's  property  tax  revenue,  helping  both  the  city  and  schools. 

The  report  suggests  that  it's  easy  to  sell  such  property  and  reap  huge  rewards  -  perhaps  a  bit 
simplistic  because  some  properties  have  deed  restrictions. 

The  district  does  have  a  significant  supply  of  surplus  property  and  gets  more  than  $3  million 
annually  from  leasing  some  of  it,  money  it  can  use  at  its  discretion.  By  contrast,  the  sale  of  real 
estate,  by  state  law,  can  be  used  to  fund  only  capital  projects  or  facility  needs. 

Nonetheless,  the  grand  jury  says  it  want  to  see  the  school  district  do  a  better  job  managing  its 
assets:  "The  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  should  not  allocate  to  the  SFUSD  any  further 
'Rainy  Day*  or  'Bail  Out'  funds  until  the  SFUSD  has  sold  the  properties  it  already  identified  as  . 
surplus." 

-  Jill  Tucker 

This  article  appeared  on  page  B  - 1  of  the  San  Francisco  Chronicle 

http://www.sfaate.com/cqi-bin/article.cqi?f=/c/a/2009/06/12/BA48185JOO.DTL 
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San  Francisco  Chronicle,  Letters  to  the  Editor,  June  17,  2009 

Grand  jury  off  the  mark 

On  Thursday,  the  San  Francisco  Civil  Grand  Jury  released  a  misleading  and  irresponsible  report 
about  the  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District's  surplus  property  ("Time  to  sell,"  City  Insider, 
June  12).  It  shows  a  complete  lack  of  understanding  about  the  terms  and  conditions  under  which 
public  properties  can  be  sold  as  well  as  the  current  real  estate  climate. 

Apparently,  the  civil  grand  jury  wants  us  to  hold  a  rummage  sale  of  our  school  buildings.  No 
responsible  public  institution  would  rush  to  sell  long-term  public  assets,  especially  in  this 
depressed  real  estate  market. 

Contrary  to  what  the  report  suggests,  money  from  the  sale  of  property  cannot  fill  the  hole  left  by 
devastating  state  budget  cuts.  State  law  prevents  school  districts  from  using  one-time  revenue 
from  property  sales  for  general  operating  expenses  such  as  teacher  salaries. 

The  concept  of  a  civil  grand  jury  made  up  of  volunteers  who  help  monitor  government  agencies 
is  valuable,  but  this  report  is  extremely  disappointing. 

The  San  Francisco  school  district  has  strong  credit  ratings,  a  balanced  budget  and  increasing 
enrollment  and  will  continue  to  make  responsible  decisions  to  ensure  both  financial  and 
academic  solvency. 

CARLOS  GARCIA  Superintendent,  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District 

This  article  appeared  on  page  A  - 10  of  the  San  Francisco  Chronicle 


http://www.sfaate.com/cai-bin/article.cai?f=/c/a/2009/06/16/ED7K186l5F.DTL 
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The  San  Francisco  Examiner,  June  16,  2009 

Letters  to  the  Editor 

"Selling  SFUSD  property  will  not  stave  off  cuts" 

The  City's  civil  grand  jury  released  a  misleading  and  irresponsible  report  about  the  San 
Francisco  Unified  School  District's  surplus  property.  Apparently  the  jury  wants  us  to  hold  a 
rummage  sale  of  our  school  buildings.  No  responsible  public  institution  would  rush  to  sell  long- 
term  public  assets,  especially  in  this  depressed  real  estate  market. 

State  law  also  prevents  one-time  revenue  from  property  sales  from  being  used  by  schools  for 
general  operating  expenses.  Even  if  the  school  district  could  sell  all  of  our  surplus  properties 
today,  it  would  still  have  to  draw  down  the  exact  same  amount  from  The  City's  rainy-day  fund  to 
avoid  laying  off  teachers. 

SFUSD's  10-year  capital  plan  provides  a  comprehensive  overview  of  district  properties.  It  was 
developed  in  consultation  with  several  real  estate  experts  and  City  Hall.  Last  year,  SFUSD 
commissioned  a  study  on  the  best  possible  uses  of  surplus  properties  and  is  currently  working 
with  a  seasoned  real  estate  firm  to  pursue  any  and  all  promising  opportunities. 

-  Carlos  A.  Garcia,  Superintendent,  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District 

http://wvv^v.sfexaminer.com/opinion/letters/$ellinq-$FUSD-propertv-will-not- 
stave-off-cuts-481 24682.html 
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USE  IT  OR  LOSE  IT: 
A  Report  on  the  Surplus  Real  Property 

Owned  By  The 
San  Francisco  Unified  School  District 


The  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District  (the  SFUSD)  owns  a 
great  deal  of  property  for  which  it  has,  and  has  had  for  a  long 
time,  no  educational  use.  The  SFUSD  recently  has  recognized 
the  seriousness  and  importance  of  making  better  use  of  its 
real  property  but  has  not  yet  adopted  a  viable  long-range  plan 
to  sell  or  lease  it.  Interviews  with  key  SFUSD  personnel 
responsible  for  managing  the  real  property  and  setting  policy 
make  clear  the  SFUSD  is  poised  to  waste  the  extraordinary 
amount  of  time  and  money  that  already  has  gone  into 
determining  how  to  dispose  of  or  manage  some  of  its  real 
property.  The  SFUSD  should  take  the  remaining  critical  steps 
necessary  to  exercise  prudent  stewardship  of  its  real  property. 
The  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  should  not  allocate  to 
the  SFUSD  any  further  "Rainy  Day"  or  "Bail  Out"  funds  until 
such  time  as  the  SFUSD  has  sold  the  properties  it  already 
identified  as  surplus. 


The  Purpose  of  the  Civil  Grand  Jury 

The  Civil  Grand  Jury  is  a  government  watchdog  made  up  of  volunteers  who  serve  for  one 
year.  The  Civil  Grand  Jury  reports  with  findings  and  recommendations  resulting  from  its 
investigations.  The  investigated  agencies,  departments  or  officials  are  required  by  the 
California  Penal  Code  to  respond  publicly  within  at  most  90  days. 

The  nineteen  members  of  the  Civil  Grand  Jury  are  selected  at  random  from  a  pool  of  thirty 
prospective  jurors.  San  Francisco  residents  are  invited  to  apply. 

More  information  can  be  found  at:http://www. sfRov.org/site/courts  page.asp?id=3680,  or 
by  contacting  the  Civil  Grand  Jury  at  400  McAllister  Street,  Room  008,  San  Francisco,  CA 
94102 


State  Law  Requirement 

Pursuant  to  state  law,  reports  of  the  Civil  Grand  Jury  do  not  identify  the  names  or  provide 
identifying  information  about  individuals  who  spoke  to  the  Civil  Grand  Jury. 

Departments  and  agencies  identified  in  the  report  must  respond  to  the  Presiding  Judge  of 
the  Superior  Court  within  the  number  of  days  specified,  with  a  copy  sent  to  the  Board  of 
Supervisors.  For  each  finding  of  the  Civil  Grand  Jury,  the  response  must  either  (1)  agree  with 
the  finding,  (2)  disagree  with  it,  wholly  or  partially,  and  explain  why.  Further,  as  to  each 
recommendation  made  by  the  Civil  Grand  Jury,  the  responding  party  must  report  either  that 
(1)  the  recommendation  has  been  implemented,  with  a  summary  explanation  of  how  it  was 
implemented;  (2)  the  recommendation  has  not  been  implemented,  but  will  be  implemented 
in  the  future,  with  a  time  frame  for  the  implementation;  (3)  the  recommendation  requires 
further  analysis,  with  an  explanation  of  the  scope  of  that  analysis  and  a  time  frame  for  the 
officer  or  agency  head  to  be  prepared  to  discuss  it  (less  than  six  months  from  the  release  of 
the  report);  or  (4)  that  recommendation  will  not  be  implemented  because  it  is  not  warranted 
or  reasonable,  with  an  explanation  of  why  that  is.  (California  Penal  Code,  sections  933, 
933.05). 
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Executive  Summary 

The  2008-2009  Civil  Grand  Jury  (the  Jury)  investigated  whether  the  San  Francisco  Unified 
School  District  (the  SFUSD)  was  making  efficient  use  of  the  real  property  it  owns  within  the 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  (the  City). 

The  Jury  finds  that  the  SFUSD  remains  uncommitted  to  implementing  policies  that  would 
result  in  the  proper  stewardship  of  its  real  property  holdings.  At  stake  is  the  proper 
allocation  and  investment  of  hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars  of  real  property.  The  Jury 
notes  the  2007-2008  Civil  Grand  Jury  made  a  finding  that  the  City  should  devise  a  plan  for 
reducing  the  number  of  SFUSD  properties  that  were  under-utilized.  The  Jury  further  notes 
the  SFUSD  responded  to  that  finding  by  stating  that  (1)  SFUSD,  and  not  the  City,  shoulders 
the  responsibility  for  exercising  stewardship  over  the  properties  and  (2)  steps  already  were 
being  taken  to  determine  how  best  to  consolidate  its  schools.  See,  SFUSD  Response  to 
2007-2008  Civil  Grand  Jury  Report:  "San  Francisco  Kindergarten  Admissions:  Back  to  the 
Drawing  Board"  (Finding  No.  10  and  Recommendation  No.  10),  attached  as  Appendix  1. 
The  Jury  notes  that  there  is  a  significant  difference  between  consolidating  schools  and 
managing  real  property.  In  addition,  the  Jury's  investigation  reveals  the  SFUSD  is  poised  to 
retreat  from  the  substantial  investments  in  time  and  money  that  already  have  been  made 
toward  the  effort  of  establishing  a  viable  long-term  real  property  utilization  policy.  Such  a 
retreat  would  be  a  costly  mistake. 

The  Jury  also  concludes  the  City  can  and  should  take  steps  to  encourage  the  SFUSD  to 
adopt  a  plan  to  dispose  of  certain  parcels  of  real  property  that  SFUSD  already  has 
identified  as  surplus.  Specifically,  the  Jury  concludes  the  City  should  make  clear  that  the 
future  availability  of  City  funds  will  be  contingent  upon  the  District  meeting  specific  goals 
toward  the  sale  of  surplus  property. 

Facts 

The  Jury  investigated  whether  the  SFUSD  was  making  efficient  use  of  the  real  property  it 
owns  within  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  (the  City). 


The  Jury: 


reviewed  the  SFUSD's  Property  Description  by  Parcel  Number,  the  SFUSD's 
Five  Year  Plan  Deferred  Maintenance,  the  SFUSD's  Sites  Currently  Under 
Review,  the  draft  report  prepared  by  CBRE  Consulting,  Inc.  entitled  San 
Francisco  Unified  School  District  Evaluation  of  Potential  Surplus  Sites  and  the 
SFUSD's  Capital  Plan; 

interviewed  Commissioners  of  the  Board  of  Education,  top  administrators 
and  additional  key  employees  of  the  District  responsible  for  managing  real 
property  and  developing  land  use  policy; 
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•  interviewed  members  of  the  San  Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors; 

•  reviewed  the  SFUSD  Response  to  2007-2008  Civil  Grand  Jury  Report:  "San 
Francisco  Kindergarten  Admissions:  Back  to  the  Drawing  Board"  (Finding  No. 
10  and  Recommendation  No.  10)  (attached  as  Appendix  1),  the  SFUSD  Board 
of  Education  resolutions  71-23Sp2  and  56-14A9,  and  the  SFUSD's  May  8, 
2007,  Final  Report  &  Resolution  of  the  Board  of  Education  For  Surplus  Space 
and  Real  Property;  and 

•  reviewed  relevant  provisions  of  the  California  Education  Code,  numerous 
newspaper  articles,  internet  sites  and  blogs  addressing  SFUSD's  surplus 
property. 

In  2007,  it  was  reported  that  decades  of  declining  enrollment  left  the  SFUSD  with  more 
property  than  it  needs  to  complete  its  mission.1  From  1978  to  2008,  the  number  of 
children  in  the  public  school  system  dropped  from  90,000  to  55, 000. 2  This  drop  in 
enrollment  came  as  no  surprise  to  the  current  Commissioners  of  the  Board  of  Education 
because  in  2002,  a  demographic  study  performed  by  Lapkoff  &  Gobalet  Demographic 
Research,  Inc.,  predicted  that  by  2011,  there  was  an  80%  chance  that  the  SFUSD  would 
experience  a  reduction  of  the  then-enrollment  figures  of  between  9  to  13  percent.3  The 
demographic  report  was  adopted  by  the  SFUSD  and  eventually  was  included  as  part  of  a 
Board  resolution  to  study  its  surplus  properties."  It  is  still  two  years  before  the  end  of  the 
forecast  and  the  actual  amount  of  the  reductions  in  enrollment  have  been  exceeded. 

At  the  same  time,  the  real  estate  holdings  of  the  school  district  have  remained 
unchanged.5  SFUSD  currently  owns  about  the  same  154  parcels  of  real  property  that  it  has 
had  in  its  possession  for  years.6 

The  SFUSD  clearly  has  long  been  aware  both  that  it  holds  too  much  property  and  that  it  is 
not  making  efficient  use  of  the  property  it  appropriately  holds.  On  August  23,  2005,  the 
Board  passed  Resolution  No.  56-14A9  that  directed  the  SFUSD  staff  to  "take  all  necessary 
steps,  including  but  not  limited  to  retaining  a  commercial  real  estate  broker,  at  no  charge 
to  the  District,  to  explore  the  feasibility  of  selling,  leasing,  subleasing  or  developing  surplus 
property"  that  was  owned  by  the  SFUSD.7  Similarly,  in  March  2006,  the  SFUSD  appointed  a 
District  Advisory  Committee  to  make  recommendations  to  the  Board  as  to  whether 
particular  properties  could  be  considered  surplus  and,  if  surplus,  as  to  priority  uses  for  such 
properties.8  The  committee  "discussed  the  property  not  currently  used  by  the  district  in 
detail."9  In  addition,  on  March  13,  2007,  the  Board  adopted  the  then  superintendent's 
resolution  that  confirmed  the  SFUSD  was  at  that  time  "assessing  its  real  estate  holdings 
and  the  uses  of  all  District-owned  properties."  As  part  of  his  review  of  the  SFUSD's  real 
estate  holdings,  the  current  Superintendent  reports  having  visited  each  and  every  one  of 
the  154  properties  appearing  on  the  SFUSD's  list  of  real  property  holdings. 
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The  SFUSD's  awareness  that  it  holds  too  much  property  and  that  it  is  not  properly 
managing  its  property  has  resulted  in  initial  concrete  steps  to  exercise  better  control  of  its 
holdings.  On  May  8,  2007,  the  Final  Report  and  Recommendation  of  the  SFUSD's  District 
Advisory  Committee  was  accepted  by  the  Board.10  The  Final  Report  identified  ten  parcels 
of  "non-school  properties"  that  it  recommended  the  SFUSD  should  designate  as  surplus. 
The  Final  Report  also  recommended  guidelines  for  determining  if  a  property  is  surplus  and 
guidelines  for  determining  future  uses  of  surplus  property. 

The  SFUSD  adopted  the  Final  Report  in  its  entirety.  The  SFUSD  also  officially  designated  the 
ten  properties  listed  in  the  report  as  surplus  property.  In  addition,  the  SFUSD  recognized 
that  separate  and  apart  from  the  ten  properties  that  were  clearly  surplus,  a  full  20%  of  its 
other  empty  and  underutilized  real  property  holdings  should  be  considered  surplus  and 
should  be  leased  or  sold  to  third  parties.11  This  20%  figure  is  consistent  with  the  number 
given  to  the  Jury  by  SFUSD  management  officials  when  asked  how  much  of  the  SFUSD's 
property  is  underutilized. 

While  some  of  the  effects  of  not  managing  carefully  both  the  amount  and  the  condition  of 
the  SFUSD's  real  property  holdings  are  obvious,  other  effects  are  not.  In  the  category  of 
the  obvious,  the  SFUSD  has  recognized  that  the  sale  and  lease  of  some  of  its  properties  will 
reduce  the  effects  of  shrinking  budgets.  Even  recognizing  the  substantial  limitations  on  the 
uses  of  proceeds  from  the  sale  of  real  property12,  it  is  undeniable  that  the  income  from 
leasing  and  selling  properties  could  be  put  to  good  use.  Among  the  less  obvious  effects  of  a 
poor  real  estate  policy  are  the  facts  that  (1)  failing  to  sell  properties  means  SFUSD  will  not 
collect  its  share  of  taxes  that  would  flow  from  the  sale  of  the  properties;  (2)  failing  to 
maintain  SFUSD  properties  that  have  no  educational  use,  while  appropriate  for  budgetary 
reasons,  nevertheless  means  neighboring  properties  are  being  devalued  as  the  SFUSD 
properties  fall  into  disrepair  and  (3)  the  amount  of  property  that  SFUSD  has  in  its 
possession  now  is  so  large  that  the  sale  or  lease  of  substantial  portions  of  it  may  actually 
have  an  ameliorating  effect  on  the  City's  shortage-of-housing  crisis. 

SFUSD  documents  demonstrate  just  how  much  is  at  stake.  The  SFUSD  retained  CBRE 
Consulting,  Inc.  to  conduct  a  "highest  and  best  use  evaluation  of  [the]  ten  properties  .  .  . 
that  SFUSD  has  identified  for  potential  sale,  exchange,  or  lease"  (hereinafter,  "CBRE 
Study").13  From  the  January  2009  CBRE  study,  it  may  be  concluded  the  properties  the 
SFUSD  already  has  identified  as  surplus  would  sell  for  an  estimated  $134  million  and  are 
capable  of  having  built  on  them  a  total  of  871  residential  units.  Conservative  estimates 
suggest  that  the  units,  if  built,  would  range  in  value  from  a  low  of  $435.5  million  to  $697.8 
million.  In  addition,  these  estimates  do  not  even  include  an  evaluation  of  the  SFUSD's  Font 
Street  property.  The  SFUSD  has  designated  this  property  as  surplus  and  has  put  it  up  for 
sale  in  connection  with  a  contingency  bid  of  $20.1  million.  Nor  do  these  amounts  include 
the  impact  fees  that  would  be  generated  in  connection  with  new  construction.1"  In  sum, 
by  any  reasonable  standard,  the  quantity  of  money  and  property  at  issue  must  be 
considered  significant. 
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Even  with  this  amount  of  property  and  money  at  stake,  establishment  and  implementation 
of  a  cohesive  long-range  real  property  management  policy  has  been  elusive  for  the  Board 
of  Education  and  does  not  appear  to  be  high  on  the  agenda.  Some  of  the  reasons  for  this 
lack  of  a  cohesive  policy  are  clear.  First,  the  Commissioners  of  the  Board  of  Education  are 
elected.  This  has  had  a  number  of  effects  including  (1)  Commissioners  have  expressed 
reluctance  to  expend  political  capital  by  engaging  in  protracted  battles  about  selling 
particular  parcels,  the  sale  of  which  can  be  very  emotional15;  (2)  there  has  been  a 
substantial  amount  of  turnover  on  the  Board  resulting  in  both  a  broad  range  of  knowledge 
and  understanding  of  the  SFUSD's  current  real  estate  holdings  and  differing  views 
regarding  the  appropriateness  of  selling  property.  Second,  San  Francisco  is  a  dynamic 
society  in  which  the  Board  will  have  to  work  hard  to  keep  pace  with  changing  situations.16 

The  existence  of  newly-elected  Commissioners  undoubtedly  has  some  necessary  and 
desirable  effects.  Nevertheless,  with  respect  to  the  surplus  property  issue,  the  recent    •■• 
change  in  personnel  and  the  absence  of  a  policy  in  place  may  cause  the  Board  to  revisit 
issues  rather  than  simply  implement  the  solutions  to  problems  that  already  have  been 
worked  out.17  This  is  particularly  true  in  light  of  the  dominance  of  other  issues  facing  the 
Board  such  as  the  current  fiscal  crisis  and  the  Board's  attempts  to  address  the  achievement 
gap- 

The  City  contributes  to  the  SFUSD  significant  funds.  Last  year,  SFUSD  received  $19.2  million 
from  the  City's  reserve  established  pursuant  to  Proposition  G  2003  (the  Rainy  Day  or  Bail 
Out  Funds).18  This  year,  Mayor  Newsom  authorized  the  release  of  another  $23  million  to 
give  to  the  SFUSD  from  the  Rainy  Day  or  Bail  Out  Fund.19  In  addition,  the  Mayor  noted  that 
the  City  expended  an  additional  $46.6  million  for  elementary  and  secondary  school 
education  during  the  fiscal  year  2008-2009. 20 

Findings 

1.  The  SFUSD  owns  a  great  deal  of  property  for  which  it  has,  and  has  had  for  a  long 
time,  no  educational  use. 

2.  The  SFUSD  has  recognized  the  seriousness  and  importance  of  making  better  use  of 
its  real  property.  Among  the  most  significant  steps  taken  by  the  SFUSD  in  making  better 
use  of  its  property  is  that  it  retained  CBRE  Consulting,  Inc.  to  study  the  propriety  of  selling 
some  of  the  SFUSD's  surplus  property.  The  study  resulted  in  a  draft  report  dated  January 
2009.  Notwithstanding  the  SFUSD's  initial  steps,  the  lack  of  a  policy  in  place,  the  lack  of 
knowledge  on  the  part  of  some  Commissioners  and  the  lack  of  focus  on  this  issue  may 
derail  the  gains  that  already  have  been  made  in  exercising  prudent  stewardship  over  the 
SFUSD's  real  property  holdings. 

3.  From  SFUSD  and  City  records,  including  the  CBRE  study,  it  may  be  concluded  that 
the  selected  properties  would  sell  for  an  estimated  $134  million  and  are  capable  of  having 
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built  on  them  a  total  of  871  residential  units  which  would  range  in  value  from  a  low  of 
$435.5  million  to  a  high  of  $697.8  million. 

4.  Notwithstanding  the  previous  resolutions  of  the  Board  of  Education  and  the 
extensive  studies  on  the  subject,  interviews  with  the  Commissioners  of  the  Board  of 
Education  and  other  key  district  personnel  make  clear  there  is  a  continued  reluctance  to 
sell  or  lease  any  of  the  SFUSD's  real  property-  even  properties  that  will  never  have  an 
educational  use. 

5.  Under  the  law,  there  are  restrictions  on  the  uses  of  proceeds  received  from  the  sale 
of  real  properties.  See  Cal.  Educ.  Code  Sections  17455  through  17484.  Even  so,  selling 
SFUSD  surplus  property  would  result  in  better  facilities  and  would  result  in  opportunities  to 
shift  resources  to  other. priorities. 

6.  The  Jury's  review  of  the  CBRE  study  and  additional  information  indicates  that  the 
result  of  SFUSD  selling  the  selected  surplus  properties  would  be  the  following: 

A.  the  City  would  receive  an  annual  tax  revenue,  conservatively,  of  between 
$4.35  million  and  $6.98  million; 

B.  the  SFUSD  would  receive  its  share  of  property  taxes,  an  amount  annually 
that  can  be  estimated  as  between  $1.31  million  and  $2.1  million;  and 

C.  neighboring  properties  no  longer  would  experience  devaluation  as  a  result 
of  the  disrepair  and  disuse  of  SFUSD  properties. 

7.  At  stake  is  an  enormous  amount  of  property.  The  CBRE  report  did  not  include 
consideration  of  additional  property  that  should  be  sold.  Specifically,  the  SFUSD 
anticipated  selling  its  Font  Street  property  for  approximately  $20  million.  In  addition,  the 
CBRE  report  did  not  include  consideration  of  the  full  20%  of  the  SFUSD  property  that  the 
Board  of  Education  recognized  is  surplus. 

8.  The  City  has  an  interest  in  preventing  the  blight  that  results  from  disuse  of  SFUSD 
properties.  The  City  also  has  an  interest  in  encouraging  the  productive  use  of  real  property 
within  City  and  County  limits.  The  City  has,  on  more  than  one  occasion,  provided  for 
SFUSD  "Rainy  Day"  or  "Bail  Out"  funds  and  annually  provides  through  City  departments 
tens  of  millions  of  dollars  in  funds  to  the  SFUSD  for  specific  programs. 
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Recommendations 

1.  TotheSFUSD 
(Respond  in  60  days): 

2.  TotheSFUSD 
(Respond  in  60  days): 


TotheSFUSD 
(Respond  in  60  days) 


To  the  Mayor  and  the 
Board  of  Supervisors 
(Respond  in  60  days): 


Put  up  for  sale  immediately  each  of  the  surplus  properties 
evaluated  in  the  CBRE,  Inc.  report. 

Examine  the  use  of  all  remaining  fallow  and  functioning 
properties  with  a  view  toward  consolidation  of  services, 
efficient  use  of  properties  and  the  creation  of  new  income- 
producing  properties. 

The  Board  of  Education  must  adopt  a  long  range  real  estate 
plan  that  demonstrates  prudent  stewardship  of  its 
properties. 

Make  availability  of  City  funds  contingent  upon  the  SFUSD 
meeting  specific  goals  toward  the  sale  of  surplus  property  as 
spelled  out  in  a  long  range  real  estate  plan. 


Recommendation 

1 

2 

3 

4 

Response 

SFUSD 

X 

X 

X 

Mayor 

X 

Board  of 
Supervisors 

X 

ENDNOTES 

See  Nicole  Achs  Freeing,  School  Boar.d  Notes,  http://san-francisco-school-board- 
notes.greatschools.net/2007/05/index.html  (hereinafter,  "School  Board  Notes"). 

SF  Schools  to  Market  8  Properties,  San  Francisco  Business  Times,  May  2,  2008. 

San  Francisco  Unified  School  District,  Demographic  Analyses  and  Enrollment  Forecasts 
Report,  July  2002. 

San  Francisco  Unified  School  District,  Final  Report  &  Resolution  of  the  Board  of 
Education  For  Surplus  Space  and  Real  Property,  May  8,  2007  ("Final  Report"). 

SF  Schools  to  Market  8  Properties,  San  Francisco  Business  Times,  May  2,  2008. 

See,  id.,  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District,  SFUSD  Description  of  Property  by  Parcel 
Number  (Revised),  September  2008. 
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See  Resolution  56-14A9  (8/23/05)  ("Feasibility  of  Selling,  Leasing  or  Subleasing  Surplus 
Real  Property")  (attached  hereto  as  Appendix  2);  Resolution  53-22SM1  (5/22/05)  ("School 
Consolidation  Policy"  outlining  criteria  to  guide  school  closures). 

Final  Report  at  1. 

Final  Report  at  1. 

10  Final  Report  at  1. 

11  Final  Report  at  1. 

12  See  Cal.  Educ.  Code  Sections  17455  through  17484. 

San  Francisco  Unified  School  District,  Draft  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District  (SFUSD) 
Evaluation  of  Potential  Surplus  Sites,  January  2009. 

The  fees,  generally  referred  to  as  "school  fees,"  currently  amount  to  $2.24  per  square 
foot  for  new  residential  construction  and  27C  per  square  foot  for  new  commercial  construction. 
See  Gov.  Code  Section  53080. 

15  See,  e.g.,  Save  Our  Child  Care  Center-  NOPNA  12/16/2008, 

http://www.nopnawiki.org/index.php?title=Save  our  Child  Care  Center. 

Three  examples  make  clear  the  consequences  of  the  SFUSD's  failure  to  establish  and 
move  forward  with  a  general  plan: 

•  SFUSD  officials  acknowledge  that  the  Font  Street  property  recently  could  not  be 
sold  because  SFUSD  could  not  move  quickly  enough.  SFUSD  neither  could  get 
the  top  price  when  it  was  possible  nor  could  accept  a  lower  price  once  prices 
dropped  in  a  dynamic  market. 

•  Assemblywoman  Fiona  Ma  had  introduced  legislation  to  remove  some  of  the 
limitations  on  use  of  the  funds  acquired  by  sale  of  SFUSD  real  property.  This 
legislation  now  is  dead  in  committee.  Some  SFUSD  personnel  would  delay  sales 
until  this  legislation  is  passed. 

•  SFUSD  continues  to  mull  over  numerous  proposals  that  come  to  its  attention. 
Land  swaps  with  the  City  have  been  proposed  that  could  offer  the  SFUSD 
significant  advantages.  Similarly,  SFUSD  should  be  actively  pursuing  proposals  to 
develop  housing  for  teachers.  In  the  absence  of  a  long  range  plan,  these 
opportunities  tend  to  be  studied  multiple  times  and,  over  the  years,  simply 
evaporate. 

During  interviews  with  SFUSD  personnel,  they  pointed  out  that  some  basic  issues  must 
be  addressed  when  selling  surplus  property.  For  example: 

•  Care  must  be  taken  that  property  is  properly  designated  surplus  under  the  law. 

•  It  is  difficult  to  purchase  real  property;  thus,  before  selling  real  property,  SFUSD 
must  be  reasonably  certain  such  property  will  not  be  needed  in  the  future. 
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•  Individual  neighborhoods  (e.g.,  the  Mission  Bay  District)  may  not  follow  trends 
predicted  in  otherwise-accurate  demographic  reports;  accordingly,  the  SFUSD 
should  be  careful  not  to  sell  real  property  in  growing  neighborhoods. 

•  There  are  significant  limitations  regarding  the  uses  of  money  from  sales  of  real 
property. 

Nevertheless,  each  of  these  problems  had  been  addressed  at  great  length  before  the 
Board  of  Education  adopted  the  Final  Report  of  the  Advisory  Committee  and  before  the  CBRE 
Report  was  completed.  These  issues  should  not  prevent  SFUSD  from  selling  the  properties 
identified  in  these  documents.  Moreover,  these  concerns  should  not,  in  any  event,  prevent  the 
SFUSD  from  adopting  a  long-range  plan  for  the  sale  or  lease  of  its  additional  surplus  properties. 

See  Mayor  Gavin  Newsom,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  2008  State  of  the  City, 
http://www.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/mayor/PressRoom/NewsReleases/01%20-%202008% 
20SOC%20Education.pdf,  slide  24;  Office  of  the  Mayor  of  San  Francisco,  2008  City  and  County 
of  San  Francisco  State  of  the  City,  Education, 
http://www.youtube.  com/watch  ?v=J  Wf  I  BwOICYM. 

19  See  Jill  Tucker,  Newsom  Boosts  Rainy  Day  Cash  for  Schools, 

http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-bin/article.  cgi?f=/c/a/2009/03/ll/BAJ516CT98.DTL&hw=tucker+rai 
ny+day&sn=001&sc=1000;  CBS5.com,  SF  Releases  Rainy  Day  Funds  To  Keep  Teachers, 
http://cbs5.com/local/San.Francisco.teachers.  2.974734.html 

See  Mayor  Gavin  Newsom,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  2008  State  of  the  City, 
http://www.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/mayor/PressRoom/NewsReleases/01%20-%202008% 
20SOC%20Education.pdf,  slide  23;  Office  of  the  Mayor  of  San  Francisco,  2008  City  and  County 
of  San  Francisco  State  of  the  City,  Education, 
http://www.youtube.com/watch  ?v=JWflBwOICYM. 
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SFUSD  REPONSE  TO  2007-2008  CIVIL  GRAND  JURY  REPORT: 

"SAN  FRANCISCO  KINDERGARTREN  ADMISSIONS: 

BACK  TO  THE  DRAWING  BOARD" 

(Relevant  pages  1,  5  &  9  only) 


SFUSD  RESPONSE  TO  2007-2008  CIVIL  GRAND  JURY  REPORT: 
"SAN  FRANCISCO  KINDERGARTEN  ADMISSIONS:  BACK  TO  THE 

DRAWING  BOARD" 

For  each  Finding  of  the  Civil  Grand  Jury,  the  response  must  either:  (1)  agree  with  the 
finding,  or  (2)  disagree  with  it,  wholly  or  partially,  and  explain  why.  For  each 
Recommendation  made  by  the  Civil  Grand  Jury,  the  responding  party  must  provide  one 
of  the  four  responses: 

Response  One:  the  recommendation  has  been  implemented,  with  a  summary  explanation 

of  how  it  was  implemented; 

Response  Two:  the  recommendation  has  not  been  implemented,  but  will  be  implemented 

in  the  future,  with  a  time  frame  for  the  implementation; 

Response  Three:  the  recommendation  requires  further  analysis,  with  an  explanation  of 

the  scope  of  that  analysis  and  a  time  frame  for  the  officer  or  agency  head  to  be  prepared 

to  discuss  it  (less  than  six  months  from  the  release  of  the  report);  or 

Response  Four:  the  recommendation  will  not  be  implemented  because  it  is  not  warranted 

or  reasonable,  with  an  explanation  of  why  that  is. 

OVERVIEW 

The  civil  grand  jury  report  raises  many  important  issues  and  concerns  regarding  the  San 
Francisco  Unified  School  District's  student  assignment  system.  The  Board  of  Education 
and  District  administration  share  the  civil  grand  jury's  interest  in  the  development  of  a 
student  assignment  system  that  is  easy  for  our  families  to  understand  and  navigate  and 
that  promotes  community  building  within  neighborhoods.  However,  in  addition  to  these 
goals,  the  Board  and  District  are  also  interested  in  developing  a  system  that  values  family 
choice,  diversity,  equity  of  access,  predictability,  and  cross  grade  level  articulation. 

The  civil  grand  jury  report  takes  a  good  first  look  at  some  of  the  challenges  and  areas  of 
improvement  needed  for  the  student  assignment  system.  However,  the  report  does  not 
consider  all  of  the  District's  above  stated  goals  for  its  student  assignment  system,  and 
does  not  provide  a  discussion  or  analysis  of  the  legal  considerations  or  operational 
challenges  inherent  in  making  such  a  change.  While  the  report  articulates  an  interest  in  a 
transparent  system  that  "strengthens  the  role"  of  neighborhood  schools,  it  does  not 
provide  a  specific  and  comprehensive  description  of  how  this  system  would  operate. 

For  these  reasons,  the  District  is  not  in  a  position  to  adopt  the  recommendations  as 
articulated  in  the  report.  However,  the  recommendations  and  articulated  priorities  in  the 
report  will  be  considered  and  incorporated  into  the  Board  of  Education,  District  staff  and 
community  conversations  about  improvements  to  the  District's  student  assignment 
system.  The  current  Board  of  Education  and  District  administration  intend  to  move 
forward  aggressively  with  the  goal  of  presenting  a  recommendation  for  a  new  student 


Disagree.  The  civil  grand  jury  report  provides  no  factual  support  for  this  assertion,  other 
than  a  vague  quote  from  one  elementary  school  principal  who  reportedly  stated  "Actions 
of  some  members  of  the  Board  of  Education  give  the  impression  that  their  priority  is 
diversity  rather  than  improving  the  level  of  education." 

Individual  members  of  the  Board  of  Education  cannot  determine  policy  or  priorities  for 
the  District.  Only  a  majority  of  the  members  of  the  Board  (4  members)  have  the  power  to 
guide  policy  for  the  District.  On  May  27,  2008,  the  Board  of  Education  voted 
unanimously  (with  one  member  absent)  to  adopt  a  new  Strategic  Plan  that  outlines 
District  priorities,  entitled  "Beyond  the  Talk:  Taking  Action  to  Educate  Every  Child 
Now."  (See  Attached).  This  plan  is  organized  into  three  initiatives:  (1)  Performance 
Management  Initiative  (to  increase  the  personal  and  professional  capacity  of  all  District 
employees);  (2)  Equity  Centered-Professional  Learning  Initiative  (to  create  and  sustain 
professional  learning  communities);  and  (3)  21st  Century  Curriculum  Initiative  (to 
provide  classroom  instruction  that  is  personalized,  relevant,  meaningful  and  engaging  for 
each  student).  The  Strategic  Plan  does  not  identify  diversity  as  the  first  priority  of  the 
District. 

10.        The  District  needs  to  make  crucial  decisions  about  surplus  school  property, 

updating  30  year  old  and  now  obsolete  school  attendance  zones,  and  establishing 
policy  to  guide  decisions  to  shut  failed  schools.  Voters  faced  with  future  requests 
for  funding  from  the  District  will  react  favorably  to  the  District's  efforts  to 
streamline  their  property  management  activities  and  to  convert  these  non- 
performing  assets  into  resources  that  support  District  educational  activities. 

This  is  a  statement  of  opinion  rather  than  a  factual  finding.  Notably,  the  Board  of 
Education  has  already  taken  steps  to  determine  the  best  uses  of  surplus  property,  and  has 
already  created  policy  to  guide  school  closures.  See  Attached,  Resolution  56-14A9 
(8/23/05)  ("Feasibility  of  Selling,  Leasing  or  Subleasing  Surplus  Real  Property");  see 
also  Resolution  71-23Sp2  (5/13/07)  ("Establishing  a  District  Policy  for  General  Public 
Notification  Regarding  Changes  in  Uses  of  District-Owned  Properties:");  Resolution  53- 
22SM1  (5/22/05)  ("School  Consolidation  Policy"  outlining  criteria  to  guide  school 
closures). 

RECCOMENDATIONS 

1 .         Eliminate  the  use  of  the  Diversity  Index  based  on  the  findings  of  this  report. 

Response  Four.  While  the  Board  of  Education  and  District  acknowledge  the  need  for 
improvement  of  SFUSD's  student  assignment  process,  the  civil  grand  jury  report  does 
not  provide  a  sufficiently  comprehensive  discussion  or  analysis  of  the  District's  goals  for 
its  student  assignment  system  and  the  legal  considerations  and  operational  challenges 
inherent  in  changing  the  student  assignment  system  that  would  support  immediate 
elimination  of  the  Diversity  Index  based  solely  on  the  findings  of  the  report. 


organized  into  three  initiatives:  (1)  Performance  Management  Initiative  (to  increase 
the  personal  and  professional  capacity  of  all  District  employees);  (2)  Equity 
Centered-Professional  Learning  Initiative  (to  create  and  sustain  professional  learning 
communities);  and  (3)  21st  Century  Curriculum  Initiative  (to  provide  classroom 
instruction  that  is  personalized,  relevant,  meaningful  and  engaging  for  each  student). 

1 0.        Practice  better  resource  management  as  an  example  of  prudent  stewardship, 
particularly  now  in  the  face  of  funding  cuts.  By  year-end  2008  the  City 
should  devise  a  plan  for  reducing  the  number  of  under  utilized  properties  and 
failing  schools. 

Response  Four.  The  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District  ("SFUSD")  is  a  state  agency 
that  is  governed  by  the  San  Francisco  Board  of  Education.  The  City  of  San  Francisco 
does  not  have  jurisdiction  over  SFUSD  facilities  or  programs. 

However,  the  District  has  already  implemented  this  recommendation  by  taking  steps  to 
determine  the  best  uses  of  surplus  property,  and  has  already  created  policy  to  guide 
school  closures.  See  Attached,  Resolution  56-14A9  (8/23/05)  ("Feasibility  of  Selling, 
Leasing  or  Subleasing  Surplus  Real  Property");  see  also  Resolution  71-23Sp2  (5/13/07) 
("Establishing  a  District  Policy  for  General  Public  Notification  Regarding  Changes  in 
Uses  of  District-Owned  Properties:");  Resolution  53-22SM1  (5/22/05)  ("School 
Consolidation  Policy"  outlining  criteria  to  guide  school  closures). 
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Board  of  Education  Resolution  No.  56-14A9 


Adopted,  As  Amended,  by  the  Board  of  Education  at  its  Regular  Meeting  of  August  23,  2005 

Subject:    Resolution  No.  56-14A9 

Feasibility  of  Selling,  Leasing  or  Subleasing  Surplus  Real  Property 

Commissioner  Mark  Sanchez 

WHEREAS:  The  Board  of  Education  desires  to  explore  the  possibility  of  selling, 

leasing  and/or  subleasing  surplus  property  as  a  possible  source  of  revenue  for  the 
District;  and 

WHEREAS:  The  Board  of  Education  expressly  understands  that,  pursuant  to  Education 

Code  section  17462,  the  one-time  proceeds  from  the  sale  of  surplus  property  cannot 
be  placed  into  the  general  fund  but  must  instead  be  used  for  (1)  capital  outlay  purposes  or  (2)  for 
the  costs  of  maintenance  of  District  property  that  the  Board  of  Education  determines  will  not 
recur  within  a  five-year  period. 

THEREFORE  BE  IT  RESOLVED:  That  the  Board  of  Education  directs  District  staff 

to  take  all  necessary  steps,  including  but  not  limited  to 
retaining  a  commercial  real  estate  broker,  at  no  charge  to  the  District,  to  explore  the  feasibility  of 
selling,  leasing,  er    subleasing,  or  developing  surplus  property  that  is  owned  by  the  District;  and 

BE  IT  FURTHER  RESOLVED:  That  District  staff  shall  explore  revenue-generating 

possibilities  at-  £or_  all  District-owned  facilities,  including 
but  not  limited  to  and  the  District's  leased  administrative  offices  at  1098  Harrison  Street;  and 

FURTHER  BE  IT  RESOLVED:   That  the  District  will  take  all  lesallv  required  actions,  as 
applicable,  associated  with  the  In  accordance  with  Education  Code  section  17388. 
that  a  District  Advisory  Committee  shall  be  appointed  to  advise  the  Board  in  the  development  of 
policies  and  prooeduros  relating  to  the    use  or  disposition  of  surplus  property  that  is  not  needed 
for  school  purposes,    andf  or  to  fulfill  the  Board's  policy  related  to  the  development  of  housing 
for  our  staff. . 

BE  IT  FURTHER  RESOLVED;  In  accordance  with  Education  Code  section  17389, 

that  the  membership  of  the  Distriot  Advisory  Committee 

shall  consist  of  not  less  than  seven  nor  more  than  1 1  members  who  shall  be  representative  of  each 
of  the  following: 

i-. — The  ethnic,  age  group,  and  socioeconomic  composition  of  the  Distriot; 
Z-. — The  business  community,  such  as  store  owners,  managers  or  supervisors; 
3t — Landowners  or  renters,  with  preference  to  be  given  to  representatives  of 

neighborhood  associations; 
4-. — Teachers; 
5: — Administrators; 
& — Parents  of  students;  and 

3-. — Persons  with  expertise  in  environmental  impact,  legal  contracts,  building  codes, 
and  land  use  planning,  including  but  not  limited  to,  knowledge  of  the  zoning  and 
other  land  use  restrictions  of  the  City  and  Count)'  of  San  Francisco. 
6/14/05 
8/23/05 
Please  Note: 

>  Referred  by  order  of  the  Chair  on  6/14/05  to  the  Budget  and  Business  Services  and  Buildings, 
Grounds,  and  Services  Committees. 

>  Taken  up  by  the  Buildings,  Grounds,  &  Services  Committee  on  8/4/05.  Forwarded,  as  amended,  to  the 
Board  of  Education  with  a  positive  recommendation  by  general  consent  of  the  Committee. 

>  Taken  up  by  the  Budget  and  Business  Services  Committee  on  8/17/05.  Forwarded,  as  amended,  to  the 
Board  of  Education  with  a  positive  recommendation  by  general  consent  of  the  Committee. 

>  Adopted,  as  amended,  on  August  23,  2005. 


TRUANTS  CAN  BE 
"JOYFUL  LEARNERS/' TOO: 

Unless  Racism,  Classism  and/or 
Systemic  Ineffectiveness  Prevent  Future  Progress 


If  nothing  changes,  about  20%  of  our  children  will  continue  to  drop 
out  of  school.  Our  Black  children  will  continue  to  be  at  risk  of 
dropping  out  at  twice  the  rate  of  their  peers.  The  waste  of  human 
potential  that  will  result  is  staggering  and  predictable.  The 
hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars  that  the  school  district  will  never 
receive  and  that  the  city  will  spend  because  of  truancy/dropout 
rates  is  staggering  and  predictable.  The  resulting  increase  in  crime, 
welfare  expenditures  and  lost  wages  that  we  all  will  experience  is 
staggering  and  predictable. 

It  is  time  for  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to  join  the  Mayor  and  the 
District  Attorney  in  recognizing  its  role  in  taking  on  one  major  aspect 
of  this  issue:  truancy.  The  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District  is 
hampered  by  structural  issues  so  basal  that  attempts  to  take  a 
different  approach  in  addressing  truancy  would  amount  to  only 
incremental  adjustments.  Real  change,  if  it  will  happen,  must  come 
from  the  City  becoming  more  involved. 


The  Purpose  of  the  Civil  Grand  Jury 

The  Civil  Grand  Jury  is  a  government  watchdog  made  up  of  volunteers  who  serve  for  one 
year.  The  Civil  Grand  Jury  reports  with  findings  and  recommendations  resulting  from  its 
investigations.  The  investigated  agencies,  departments  or  officials  are  required  by  the 
California  Penal  Code  to  respond  publicly  within  at  most  90  days. 

The  nineteen  members  of  the  Civil  Grand  Jury  are  selected  at  random  from  a  pool  of  thirty 
prospective  jurors.  San  Francisco  residents  are  invited  to  apply. 

More  information  can  be  found  at:http://www.sfgov.orfi/site/courts  page.asp?id=3680,  or 
by  contacting  the  Civil  Grand  Jury  at  400  McAllister  Street,  Room  008,  San  Francisco,  CA 
94102 


State  Law  Requirement 

Pursuant  to  state  law,  reports  of  the  Civil  Grand  Jury  do  not  identify  the  names  or  provide 
identifying  information  about  individuals  who  spoke  to  the  Civil  Grand  Jury. 


Departments  and  agencies  identified  in  the  report  must  respond  to  the  Presiding  Judge  of 
the  Superior  Court  within  the  number  of  days  specified,  with  a  copy  sent  to  the  Board  of 
Supervisors.  For  each  finding  of  the  Civil  Grand  Jury,  the  response  must  either  (1)  agree  with 
the  finding,  (2)  disagree  with  it,  wholly  or  partially,  and  explain  why.  Further,  as  to  each 
recommendation  made  by  the  Civil  Grand  Jury,  the  responding  party  must  report  either  that 
(1)  the  recommendation  has  been  implemented,  with  a  summary  explanation  of  how  it  was 
implemented;  (2)  the  recommendation  has  not  been  implemented,  but  will  be  implemented 
in  the  future,  with  a  time  frame  for  the  implementation;  (3)  the  recommendation  requires 
further  analysis,  with  an  explanation  of  the  scope  of  that  analysis  and  a  time  frame  for  the 
officer  or  agency  head  to  be  prepared  to  discuss  it  (less  than  six  months  from  the  release  of 
the  report);  or  (4)  that  recommendation  will  not  be  implemented  because  it  is  not  warranted 
or  reasonable,  with  an  explanation  of  why  that  is.  (California  Penal  Code,  sections  933, 
933.05).  


In  a  global  economy  where  the  most  valuable  skill  you  can 
sell  is  your  knowledge,  a  good  education  is  no  longer  just  a 
pathway  to  opportunity  -  it  is  a  pre-requisite. . . .  [E]very 
American  will  need  to  get  more  than  a  high  school  diploma. 
And  dropping  out  of  high  school  is  no  longer  an  option.  It's 
not  just  quitting  on  yourself,  it's  quitting  on  your  country  - 
and  this  country  needs  and  values  the  talents  of  every 
American. 


Remarks  of  President  Barack  Obama 
As  Prepared  for  Delivery 
Address  to  Joint  Session  of  Congress 
Tuesday,  February  24th,  2009 


The  Scope  and  Severity  of  the  Problem 

Truancy1  persists2  within  the  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District  (SFUSD)  at  unacceptable 
levels.3  The  effects  are  devastating.4  The  tools  to  fix  San  Francisco's  truancy  problems  are 
available5  but  six  years  after  the  last  Civil  Grand  Jury  report  on  this  subject6,  SFUSD  slowly  has 
taken  only  tentative  steps  toward  changing  the  status  quo.7 

Excessive  truancy  leads  to  a  high  dropout  rate.  In  SFUSD,  18%  of  our  children  are  dropping  out 
of  school.8  Almost  every  fifth  child.  The  dropout  rate  for  Black  children  is  twice  that  of  their 
counterparts.  In  most  any  other  enterprise,  losing  one  fifth  of  the  materials  before  completing 
the  product  would  warrant  fundamental  change  in  the  way  the  materials  are  handled.  Where 
the  materials  are  nothing  less  than  the  hearts,  minds  and  lives  of  our  children,  this 
incomprehensible  dropout  rate  does  not  generate  the  sort  of  institutional  change  or  public 
outrage  it  deserves-  and  truancy  persists. 

On  the  surface,  the  problem  appears  to  be  that  reducing  truancy  rates  is  complex9  and 
expensive.10  On  the  surface,  SFUSD  appears  to  be  working  with  unimpressive  but  acceptable 
diligence.11  On  the  surface,  SFUSD  appears  to  be  working  with  other  agencies  within 
acceptable  parameters  of  cooperation.12  On  the  surface,  it  even  appears  some  recent  progress 
has  been  made.13 

Under  the  surface  is  undisputable  evidence  of  fundamental  problems.  The  problem  is  not  just 
that 

•  SFUSD  commits  insufficient  resources  of  its  own  to  truancy  reduction14; 

•  reports  of  progress  rely  on  questionable  evidence15  and,  in  any  event,  attribute 
the  progress  to  persons  outside  of  SFUSD16; 

•  SFUSD's  administration  appears  negligent  by 

A.  refusing  to  establish  (or  adequately  publish)  a  truancy  policy; 

B.  failing  to  appoint  a  person  who  will  be  responsible  and  held  accountable 
to  reduce  truancy; 

C.  keeping  truancy  efforts  so  decentralized  that  various  components 
working  on  the  issue  are  incapable  of  coordinating  efforts  and  are  often 
unaware  what  other  components  are  doing; 

D.  failing  to  develop,  maintain,  interpret  and  share  reliable  statistics 
regarding  the  reasons  for  truancy,  the  demographics  of  the  problem,  the 
interventions  undertaken  by  SFUSD  and  the  outcomes  of  such 
interventions  (see  Appendix  2,  "Data  Collection  and  Truancy  at  the  San 
Francisco  Unified  School  District"); 

E.  failing  to  sufficiently  monitor  and  evaluate  programs  that  have  been 
instituted  before  dismantling  or  replacing  them  with  new  programs; 

F.  failing  decisively  to  address  elementary  school  truancy  so  as  to  address 
the  problem  (1)  before  the  causes  are  intransigent  and  (2)  when 
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interventions  can  be  more  proactive,  more  effective  and  less  expensive; 
and 
G.         failing  to  consider  truancy  reduction  sufficiently  important  to  warrant 
specific  objectives  and  measures  in  SFUSD's  Strategic  Plan.17 

More  troubling  than  all  this  is  the  general  sense  that  the  numbers  are,  by  and  large, 
acceptable.  There  is  no  imperative  and  no  sense  of  urgency  to  change  the  results  immediately 
and  dramatically.  Recent  reports  of  some  progress  in  some  grades  as  a  result  of  the  District 
Attorney's  program  have  not  triggered  San  Franciscans  to  ask  basic  questions  such  as:  "How 
much  truancy  is  too  much?"  and  "How  could  we  have  been  allowing  so  many  kids  to  be  truant 
and,  ultimately,  to  drop  out?" 

Delving  Into  the  Causes 

Since  the  Jury  addressed  truancy  in  2002,  SFUSD  has  made  changes  in  the  way  it  handles  the 
issue.  It  has  not,  however,  attempted  to  address  some  of  the  root  causes  of  truancy  and  it  has 
not  identified  the  institutional  problems  that  prevent  SFUSD  from  being  effective  in  addressing 
the  most  prevalent  symptoms.  The  truancy  rate  is  the  same  now  as  it  was  in  2002. 

SFUSD  is  steeped  in  a  culture  of  territorialism.  That  culture  converts  its  employees'  efforts  into 
negative  institutional  responses.  To  persons  within  SFUSD,  each  department  operates  as  an 
insular  unit  making  it  difficult  to  obtain  and  share  basic  information,  ideas  and  resources.  To 
persons  outside  SFUSD,  it  appears  the  school  district  is  actively  obstructing  the  efforts  of  the 
District  Attorney18;  the  Mayor19;  the  Department  of  Children,  Youth  and  Families20  (DCYF);  and 
others21,  including  this  Grand  Jury.22  The  consistency  with  which  SFUSD's  "partners"  remarked 
about  the  difficulties  they  have  dealing  with  the  insular  bureaucracy  was  impressive.  The  most 
common  refrain  is  that  SFUSD  is  unnecessarily  protective  with  its  money,  access,  and 
information.  Even  working  with  the  District  on  common  goals  can  quickly  resemble  struggling 
against  a  Byzantine  bureaucracy. 

Further  observations  expose  troubling  systemic  issues.  Members  of  the  Board  of  Education 
quietly  acknowledge  they  do  not  have  control  of  the  administration.  Board  members  explain 
they  have  no  independent  staff  and  therefore  must  rely  entirely  upon  district  administrators 
for  everything  from  information  to  action.  Board  members  are  unpaid  and  part  time.  The 
result  is  that  Board  members  cannot  risk  stepping  on  the  toes  of  administrators  for  fear  of 
jeopardizing  their  access  to  critical  information  and  cooperation. 

This,  in  and  of  itself,  would  not  be  a  serious  problem  except  that  many  of  the  administrators 
clearly  have  forgotten  they  serve  the  elected  Board.  In  the  words  of  one  Board  member,  "we 
have  to  pick  our  battles  [with  administrators]"  lest  the  Board  member  be  rendered  entirely 
impotent.  Add  to  this  the  potential  for  Board  members  to  use  staff  against  each  other  on 
wedge  issues  and  the  result  is  a  powerful  disincentive  to  risk  disagreements  with 
administrators-  at  least  with  respect  to  non-critical  issues.  The  amount  of  energy  and  political 
capital  necessary  for  a  Board  member  to  accomplish  even  small  changes  limits  the  number  of 
battles  any  Board  member  is  willing  to  wage.23 
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But  the  problem  goes  even  deeper  than  that.  A  majority  of  the  Board  of  Education  has  not 
recognized  truancy  reduction  as  an  important  battle  worth  waging.  A  majority  of  the  Board  has 
not  committed  themselves-  their  own  political  capital-  to  making  the  structural  and  personnel 
changes  necessary  to  accomplish  an  effective  change  in  policy  with  swift  results.24  In  fact,  most 
Board  members  have  unapologetically  made  clear  their  belief  that  the  City,  and  not  the  Board 
of  Education,  must  take  the  primary  role  in  truancy  reduction.25  This  approach  is  rooted  in 
their  beliefs  that  1)  only  the  City  agencies  have  access  to  the  information  that  might  expose  the 
underlying  causes  for  a  student's  truancy  and  2)  only  the  City  has  the  money  to  pay  for 
implementation  of  most  proposed  solutions. 

SFUSD  therefore  will  not  internally  generate  the  urgency  or  sense  of  imperative  to  change  the 
status  quo.  To  SFUSD,  the  true  problem  lies  with  forces  outside  its  own  jurisdiction.  The 
administrators  are  unable  to  share  their  knowledge  and  resources  in  effective  ways  (internally 
or  with  outside  agencies)  without  risking  losing  their  political  relevance.  There  is  no  incentive 
for  the  leadership  to  transfer  resources  or  point  out  failures,  ineptitude  and  inefficiencies.  In 
the  absence  of  public  outrage  and  pressure,  it  will  remain  SFUSD's  position  that  there  is  no 
truancy  crisis  at  all,  only  a  manageable  problem. 

Insufficient  Help  from  the  Supervisors 

The  Board  of  Supervisors  is  complicit  in  the  decision  to  allow  the  truancy  crisis  to  fester. 
Specifically,  the  Supervisors  have  not  recognized  why,  to  what  extent  and  in  what  respects 
truancy  is  their  own  problem.26  And  so  the  failure  of  SFUSD  to  make  any  significant  changes 
remains  unchallenged  by  the  Board. 

There  are  reasons  the  Supervisors  should  be  involved.  On  the  short  list  is  the  following:  First, 
the  welfare  of  the  students  and  their  families  who  are  citizens  of  San  Francisco.  Second, 
truancy  effects  the  City's  budget.  Third,  some  of  the  underlying  causes  of  truancy  can  only  be 
addressed  by  engaging  in  outreach  that  only  the  City  can  authorize,  organize,  fund  and  staff. 
Fourth,  dealing  with  truancy  early  is  far  more  cost-effective  than  dealing  with  the 
consequences  later.  Fifth,  if  the  Supervisors  do  not  aggressively  deal  with  the  problem,  no  one 
else  will. 

Still,  the  Board  has  failed  to  accept  a  significant  role  in  addressing  truancy  reduction,  even  in 
the  areas  where  SFUSD  has  abdicated  its  role.27  When  interviewed,  some  Board  members  did 
so  unwittingly: 

•  Most  Supervisors  were  unaware  school  board  members  believed  they  handed 
over  to  the  City  responsibility  for  reducing  truancy.28  The  result  is  that  the  Board 
of  Education  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  each  point  their  fingers  at  the  other 
while  explaining  that  truancy  is  "not  our  problem." 

•  The  Supervisors  generally  are  unaware  of  the  amount  of  money  they  themselves 
authorize  for  key  SFUSD  personnel  to  combat  truancy,  the  amount  the 
Supervisors  authorize  for  SFUSD's  truancy  programs  and  the  extent  to  which 
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truancy  reduction  efforts  rely  on  City  services.29  Thus,  the  City  does  not  demand 
accountability  for  its  own  expenditures-  allowing  ineffective  personnel  and 
programs  to  survive. 

•  The  Supervisors  generally  were  not  aware  that  elementary  school  truancy  is  as 

severe  as  high  school  truancy,  that  failing  to  deal  with  truancy  in  elementary 
school  is  allowing  complex  and  intractable  problems  to  develop  and  that  the 
effect  of  failing  to  reduce  elementary  school  truancy  is  to  create  severe 
problems  that  will  cost  the  City  millions  more  dollars  in  the  future. 

Some  Supervisors  reject  on  philosophical  grounds  the  notion  that  they  must  take  a  leading  role 
in  truancy  reduction-  even  after  familiarizing  themselves  with  SFUSD's  track  record  and 
acknowledging  SFUSD  likely  will  not  change.  For  these  Supervisors,  it  is  not  persuasive  that 
1)  the  City  already  is  paying  millions  of  dollars  per  year  for  truancy  programs  without  any 
accountability,  2)  effective  truancy  reduction  could  not  be  achieved  without  City  agencies 
whether  or  not  SFUSD  continues  to  abdicate  its  role,  3)  the  Mayor,  the  District  Attorney,  DCYF 
and  numerous  non-governmental  organizations  already  have  stepped  up  to  the  plate  in 
combating  truancy  and  4)  as  severe  as  the  immediate  consequences  are,  the  long-term 
consequences  of  truancy,  especially  elementary  school  truancy,  are  significantly  much  greater 
than  would  be  dealing  with  the  problem  today. 

The  sheer  amount  of  lost  human  potential  should  be  enough  to  motivate  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  to  take  a  more  aggressive  role  in  addressing  truancy.  Alternatively,  the  lost  human 
potential,  at  a  minimum,  should  goad  the  Board  to  use  its  influence  to  demand  better  results 
from  SFUSD.  It  is  clear,  however,  that  the  loss  of  human  potential,  and  of  our  youth,  is  not 
enough.  Thus,  the  Jury  points  to  the  amount  of  money  being  thrown  away  without  any 
accountability,  the  economics  behind  dealing  with  truancy  early  and  the  fact  that,  as  a  practical 
matter,  only  the  City  has  the  ability  to  address  truancy  particularly  in  light  of  the  SFUSD's 
abdication,  as  arguments  in  support  of  the  principle  that  the  Supervisors  should  become  more 
involved  with  this  problem. 

Restatement  of  the  Problem 

SFUSD's  culture  of  territorialism  when  combined  with  the  overall  lack  of  other  government 
commitment  yields  devastating  results  for  truancy  rates,  dropout  rates,  crime  rates  and  San 
Francisco's  welfare.  Truancy  and  dropout  statistics  are  not  properly  obtained,  validated, 
analyzed  and  distributed.  The  Board  of  Supervisors  and  SFUSD  rely  on  the  same  questionable 
evidence  of  progress  without  inquiring  into  the  collection,  monitoring  and  validating  of 
numbers.  Until  the  next  reorganization  of  SFUSD  staff,  only  the  Superintendent  of  Schools- 
who  is  busy  with  other  projects-  appears  to  have  the  ability  both  to  direct  efforts  to  obtain 
valid  data  and  to  make  use  of  the  data  collected.  Interventions  are  not  timely.  Staff  cannot  be 
assigned  relevant  tasks  for  which  they  are  held  accountable.  A  cohesive  strategy  under  a  single 
budgetary  line  item  cannot  be  established,  maintained  and  adjusted  as  the  policy  failures  and 
successes  are  realized.  The  Board  of  Supervisors  continues  to  view  the  problem  as  one  of 
education  and,  therefore,  not  within  their  jurisdiction.  The  Supervisors  will  not  consider  the 
implications  of  truancy  reduction  on  crime  reduction,  work  force  enhancement  and 
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accountability  for  its  substantial  expenditures.  SFUSD  continues  to  receive  City  funds  with  no 
incentive  to  hold  persons  accountable.  In  sum,  truancy  cannot  be  attacked  in  a  strategic  and 
meaningful  way.30  According  to  SFUSD  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  the  results  must  be 
deemed  acceptable  and,  absent  leadership  from  them,  our  resources  will  continue  to  be  used 
in  the  same  wasteful  way. 

Where  is  the  outrage?! 

As  further  evidence  the  system  simply  is  not  working: 

•  Of  the  thousands  of  habitual  and  chronic  truants,  only  one  student  made  it  all 
the  way  through  SFUSD's  process  and  was  referred  to  the  District  Attorney 
before  the  last  months  of  the  school  year.  A  frantic  push  to  hold  Student 
Attendance  Review  Board  (SARB)  hearings  at  the  end  of  the  year  produced 
another  17  referrals  as  the  school  year  ended.  SARBs  at  the  end  of  the  year  are 
not  effective  and,  if  it  were,  the  student  already  has  lost  an  entire  year  of 
education.31 

•  Numerous  schools  view  referral  to  the  District  Attorney  as  too  punitive  and 
therefore  do  not  process  truancy  information.  Thus,  the  schools  refuse  to 
follow  the  law  and/or  district  policy. 

•  The  SARBs  are  underutilized  at  the  beginning  of  the  year  and  overwhelmed 
when  the  referrals  finally  reach  them. 

•  No  one  can  say  how  effective  the  various  levels  of  interventions  (from  Student 
Success  Teams  to  Student  Attendance  Review  Teams)  have  been  since  those 
records  are  neither  compiled  nor  analyzed. 

•  No  one  knows  the  percentage  of  students  that  are  not  counted  as  truant 
because  they  (or  someone  in  their  family)  provided  a  note  suggesting  the 
absence  is  "excused." 

•  For  the  past  two  years  SFUSD's  own  analysts  have  had  to  retrieve  attendance 
data  from  the  state,  rather  than  internally;  a  comparison  between  SFUSD 
documents  and  statistics  on  the  state  website  suggests  there  are  serious 
concerns  regarding  the  accuracy  of  the  dropout  status  of  hundreds  of  students. 

Why  Is  This  Permitted  to  Persist? 

The  reasons  no  voices  have  appeared  to  decry  our  institutions'  failures-  even  with  the  amount 
at  stake-  are  not  clear.  Only  four  reasons  have  come  to  light  when  the  Jury  inquired  into  how 
the  government  possibly  could  be  so  completely  dysfunctional: 

•  First,  some  members  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  have  stated  that  the  answer 
lies  in  some  combination  of  racism  and  classism.32 
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•  Second,  some  persons  have  suggested  that  SFUSD,  as  an  institution,  believes  it  is 
better  off  without  the  students  attending  class;  some  teachers  and/or  parents 
would  rather  not  risk  classroom  disruptions  and  some  schools  would  rather  not 
risk  lower  standardized  testing  scores.33 

•  Third,  some  SFUSD  personnel34  claim  the  issues  around  truancy  would  be 
resolved  if  sufficient  money  were  allocated  to  the  problem.35 

•  Fourth,  there  is  some  evidence  the  inaction  is  the  result  of  a  combination  of 
(1)  the  weak  structure  of  the  Board  of  Education  (as  discussed  above)  (2)  the 
fact  that  none  of  the  members  of  the  Board  of  Education  feel  particularly 
accountable  to  the  communities  that  are  most  affected  by  truancy,  i.e.,  the 
Black  and  Hispanic  communities  and  (3)  the  public  is  not  knowledgeable  enough 
to  generate  the  sort  of  outrage  that  would  provide  incentive  for  a  member  of 
the  Board  of  Supervisors  or  the  Board  of  Education  to  become  willing,  able  and 
knowledgeable  enough  to  take  on  the  issue. 

Whatever  the  cause,  the  result  is  clear.  SFUSD  is  poised  to  argue  truancy  is  being  reduced,  no 
one  else  understands  the  problem,  additional  programs  are  on  the  way,  the  Strategic  Plan  will 
make  "Joyful  Learners"  of  all,  and  we  should  just  trust  them  and  wait  for  further  information 
next  year.  We  will  continue  to  receive  these  assurances  notwithstanding  the  absence  of 
reliable  information-gathering,  the  obvious  inadequacy  of  the  statistics  used  to  demonstrate 
progress,  the  absence  of  anyone  to  hold  accountable  without  real  change  and  the  fact  that 
evidence  of  a  working  system  is  amply  refuted  by  a  simple  stroll  down  the  street  corners  and 
alleyways  where  truants  openly  and  commonly  hang  out. 

Meanwhile,  the  Board  of  Supervisors  remains  convinced  it  can  do  no  more  than  fund  a 
program  or  two  in  hopes  of  saving  a  few  children.  The  Board  of  Supervisors  will  continue  to 
deny  that  only  it  can  marshal  the  resources,  direct  the  personnel  and  demand  accountability 
for  results  when  parents  and  then  the  SFUSD  fail  to  meet  their  obligations.  This  refusal  to  step 
in  will  occur  despite  the  fact  that  year  after  year,  the  school  district  fails  to  use  its  resources  to 
adequately  address  truancy  and  only  the  Board  of  Supervisors  has  the  means  of  picking  up  the 
pieces  before  the  problems  become  dramatically  more  expensive,  complex  and  intractable. 

At  bottom,  whether  because  of  racism,  classism,  systemic  problems  or  simply  gross  negligence, 
the  evidence  strongly  suggests  San  Francisco  will  retain  an  underperforming  government  that 
will  do  no  better  for  the  next  generation  of  youth  than  it  did  for  the  last.  If  change  is  to  come,  it 
will  come  from  a  decision  by  members  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to  address  the  problem  with 
significantly  more  urgency.  Alternatively,  the  Board  of  Education  must  begin  to  take  steps 
toward  resolving  some  of  its  institutional  shortcomings  so  that  truancy  can  be  dealt  with  more 
effectively  in  the  future. 
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Findings 

1.  Excessive  truancy  causes  many  problems  for  the  City  including,  less  money  for  the 
school  district,  less  literacy  and  more  dropouts-  which  means  more  crime,  lower  wages 
(and  thus,  fewer  tax  revenues),  and  a  host  of  serious  societal  problems. 

2.  SFUSD  employs  talented  persons  whose  interests,  for  whatever  reason(s),  do  not  lie  in 
marshaling  the  district's  resources  to  ensure  that  every  child  gets  to  school. 

3.  Collection  of  reliable  data  and  proper  distribution  of  such  data  is  a  prerequisite  for 
understanding  the  true  nature  and  extent  of  the  truancy  crisis.  SFUSD  is  not  collecting 
nor  distributing  to  appropriate  SFUSD  personnel  and  outside  agencies  data  from  which 
it  can  be  determined  the  reasons  for  truancy,  the  demographic  information,  the 
interventions  attempted  and  the  outcomes  of  such  interventions.  Using  aggregate  data 
does  not  violate  student  privacy. 

4.  Parents  primarily  are  responsible  to  get  their  kids  to  school.  When  parents  fail  to  do  so, 
the  school  district,  with  the  assistance  of  other  agencies,  has  the  ability  and  the 
responsibility  to  take  corrective  action.  SFUSD  is  not  using  the  tools  available  to  it  and  is 
not  providing  in  a  timely  fashion  to  other  agencies  the  information  necessary  for  them 
to  intervene. 

5.  Despite  the  efforts  of  the  Mayor,  the  District  Attorney  and  the  Superintendent  of 
Schools,  neither  the  Board  of  Supervisors  nor  the  Board  of  Education  have  determined 
which  of  them  will  take  the  lead  in  creating  and  implementing  a  truancy  reduction 
policy. 
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Recommendations 

The  Board  of  Supervisors  should: 

1.  Resolve  the  stakes  are  high  enough  and  the  evidence  strong  enough  to  warrant  greater 
involvement  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  in  the  fight  against  truancy. 

2.  Require  performance  measurement  data  on  a  semester  basis  from  the  City-funded 
positions:  Learning  Support  Professionals  and  the  Stay-in-School  Coordinator. 

3.  Use  its  considerable  influence,  including  its  power  of  the  purse,  to  encourage  SFUSD  to: 

A.  Create  a  truancy  policy-  preferably  one  that  provides  there  is  a  zero  tolerance 
for  chronic  truancy  in  the  elementary  grades. 

B.  Appoint  a  person  at  a  managerial  level  whose  sole  responsibility  it  will  be  to 
enforce  attendance  laws  and  coordinate  all  efforts  for  truancy. 

C.  Develop  and  implement  a  plan  to  correct  truancy  earlier  in  the  year.  This  should 
include  augmenting  the  computer  system  (including  the  Truancy  Module  or 
School  Loop  or  whatever  comes  next)  to  find  out  who  is  truant  early  in  the  year, 
contacting  parents  earlier  in  the  year,  getting  feedback  from  teachers  earlier  in 
the  year,  streamlining  the  process  from  SST  to  SARB,  and  making  more  and 
earlier  referrals  to  the  District  Attorney. 

D.  Develop,  maintain,  interpret  and  share  reliable  statistics  regarding  the  reasons 
for  truancy,  the  demographics  of  the  problem,  the  interventions  undertaken  by 
the  district  and  the  outcomes  of  such  interventions.  Use  these  data. 

4.  Direct  the  Joint  City  and  School  District  Select  Committee  to  ensure  Recommendation 
Numbers  2  and  3  (above)  are  implemented. 
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Endnotes 

1.  Three  categories  of  truants  should  be  defined.  First,  Education  Code  §  48260  defines 

truant  as  "one  who  is  absent  from  full  day  or  continuation  school  without  valid  excuse  for 
three  days  in  one  school  year  or  tardy  or  absent  without  valid  excuse  for  more  than  any  30- 
minute  period  during  the  school  day  on  three  occasions  in  one  school  year  or  any  combination 
thereof."  A  minor  who  meets  either  criterion  must  be  reported  to  the  school  district.  Second, 
Education  Code  §  48262  allows  for  a  student  to  be  declared  an  habitual  truant  if  two 
conditions  are  met:  (1)  the  child  must  first  have  been  reported  by  the  district  as  a  truant  three 
or  more  times  within  a  school  year  and  (2)  the  school  district  must  have  made  a  conscientious 
effort  to  hold  a  conference  with  a  parent  and  the  student  after  the  required  truancy  letters 
have  been  sent.  SFUSD  defines  habitual  truant  as  any  student  that  has  10-19  unexcused 
absences  in  a  single  school  year.  Third,  SFUSD  defines  chronic  truant  as  a  student  with  20  or 
more  unexcused  absences  in  a  single  school  year. 

Additionally,  SFUSD  personnel  who  work  with  truancy  issues  are  careful  to  point  out  the 
following  when  discussing  truancy: 

A.  SFUSD  does  not  use  "truancy  rates."  The  term  is  commonly  used  in  the  press 
but  is  not  a  statistic  SFUSD  uses  to  measure  student  attendance  or  school 
performance.  Instead,  SFUSD  uses  attendance  rates  (which  does  not  account 
reasons  of  absences)  or  seat  time  combined  with  other  data  to  determine  the 
extent  of  truancy  problems. 

B.  Legally,  truancy  requires  that  a  student's  absence  be  unexcused.  This  often 
depends  on  no  more  than  whether  the  student  or  the  parent  is  capable  of 
providing  documentation.  For  this  reason  reported  "truancy  rates"  are  probably 
understated. 

C.  Truancies  can  only  be  measured  to  the  extent  that  teachers  and  schools  record 
them.  Teachers  do  not  always  accurately  record  truancies  (either  because  they 
make  mistakes,  or  because  they  are  hoping  to  protect  the  students  or  because 
they  do  not  want  the  student  to  return  to  class). 

D.  SFUSD  personnel  acknowledge  that  some  schools  have  been  reluctant  to  record 
all  truancies  because  they  fear  the  District  Attorney's  policies  are  too  punative. 
Schools  that  do  not  enforce  attendance  rules  will  only  be  corrected  to  the 
extent  that  either  (a)  the  state  audits  them  or  (b)  they  receive  adequate 
oversight  from  other  sources  (typically,  from  assistant  superintendents). 

2.  The  2008-2009  Grand  Jury's  investigation  began  as  a  review  of  the  progress  the  SFUSD 

made  since  the  2002-2003  Civil  Grand  Jury  investigated  truancy.  See  2002-2003  Civil  Grand 
Jury,  Tolerating  Truancy-  Inviting  Failure:  The  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District  Fails  To 
Enforce  School  Attendance  (released  June  11,  2003)  (Attached  as  Appendix  A).  The 
investigation  evolved  into  an  examination  of  the  institutional  dysfunction  on  the  part  of  the 
SFUSD  and  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  that  has  prevented  additional  progress  on  this 
crucial  issue. 
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In  2003,  the  Grand  Jury  found  the  SFUSD  was  not  in  compliance  with  state  truancy  laws.  The 
2003  Report  also  included  findings  that  excessive  truancy  contributed  to  an  unreasonable 
drop-out  rate  and  a  loss  of  more  than  $10,000,000  per  year  in  state  funding.  The  2003  Jury's 
principal  recommendation  was  that  the  SFUSD  should  take  specific  steps  toward  streamlining 
the  process  for  enforcing  truancy  laws. 

In  2004,  the  Grand  Jury  reported  that  SFUSD's  Pupil  Services  Department  reported  that  a 
process  "will  be  implemented  shortly  to  ensure  that  the  District  will  mail  its  truancy  notices  on 
time  and  thereby  reduce  its  truancy  rate  . .  .." 

In  2005,  the  Grand  Jury  concluded  SFUSD  "conducted  a  comprehensive  overhaul  in  its  process 
of  monitoring  and  addressing  truancy  in  San  Francisco."  The  Jury  reported  no  information  on 
the  results  of  this  overhaul. 

In  2006,  the  Grand  Jury  noted  the  2005  Jury's  conclusion  and  stated,  "SFUSD  is  doing  its  role  in 
combating  what  is  a  serious  national  problem-  truancy.  An  investigation  at  this  time  is 
unwarranted.  An  investigation  into  declining  enrollment  in  the  SFUSD  may  be  a  matter  of 
interest  for  a  future  [Civil  Grand  Jury]." 

In  2009,  SFUSD's  end  of  the  year  report  states  that  high  school  truancy  numbers  remain 
seriously  high  with  9th  grade  constituting  21%  of  all  habitual  and  chronic  truants  in  district. 

3.  According  to  SFUSD  documents,  "high  school  truancy  numbers  remain  seriously  high." 
According  to  State  of  California  data,  five  SFUSD  elementary  schools  have  a  truancy  rate  of 
greater  than  75%. 

4.  Truancy  is  the  most  powerful  predictor  of  delinquent  behavior.  Students  with  the 
highest  truancy  rates  have  the  lowest  achievement  scores  and  highest  dropout  rates. 
Regardless  of  grade  or  age,  truancy  has  been  linked  to  criminal  activity,  unemployment, 
substance  use  and  mental  health  issues.    It  has  been  reported  that  the  State  of  California 
projects  the  future  need  for  prison  space  in  part  on  the  basis  of  third  grade  reading  levels. 
While  these  reports  are  questionable,  the  statistics  demonstrate  that  the  correlation  is  not  a 
mathematically  unfair  one  to  make. 

In  addition: 

Nationwide,  75%  of  all  truants  will  eventually  drop  out  of  school.  Dropouts  are  3.5 
times  more  likely  than  high  school  graduates  to  be  incarcerated  in  their  lifetime. 

Nationwide,  students  with  highest  truancy  rates  have  lowest  achievement  rates. 

75%  of  nation's  incarcerated  individuals  were  habitual  truants. 

The  San  Francisco  District  Attorney  reports  that  over  50%  of  detainees  in  San  Francisco 
jails  are  functionally  illiterate. 

•      The  San  Francisco  District  Attorney's  data  demonstrates  that  from  2003-2007,  94%  of 
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San  Francisco's  homicide  victims  under  25  were  high  school  drop  outs. 

Data  indicates  that  increase  of  10  percentage  points  in  graduation  rates  would  cut 
murders  and  assaults  by  20  percent. 


5.  There  are  two  kinds  of  truancy:  elementary  school  truancy  and  non-elementary  school 

truancy.  For  both,  SFUSD  personnel  already  point  out  that  SFUSD  is  lacking  in  outreach 
programs  to  address  truancy  in  the  neighborhoods  where  the  underlying  problems  exist.  Thus, 
part  of  the  answer  lies  in  outreach  to  families  before  truancy  becomes  a  problem. 

In  addition,  examples  of  what  to  do  next  exist: 

In  Houston,  a  successful  program  focuses  on  "recognizing]  the  early  signs  of 
trouble  and  to  developing]  proactive  interventions."  District  officials  there 
report  that  empowering  youth  and  families  is  a  critical  part  of  this  process.  A 
combination  of  early  intervention,  family  involvement,  cooperation  with  the 
court,  and  frequent  referrals  to  outside  services  are  essential  to  a  successful 
program.  "When  schools  take  proactive  measures  and  police  become  involved, 
much  good  work  can  be  done  to  curb  truancy." 

•  In  Los  Angeles,  a  successful  program  focuses  on  1)  improving  student 
attendance;  2)  expanding  educational  options  and  alternatives;  3)  ensuring 
student  learning  at  all  levels  and  within  all  sub-groups;  4)  creating  personalized, 
safe  and  healthy  school  environments;  and  5)  developing  a  comprehensive, 
district-wide  student  data  tracking  system. 

•  In  Jacksonville,  Florida,  credit  for  turning  around  high  truancy  rates  goes  to  a 
comprehensive  truancy  intervention  program  consisting  of  1)  meetings  between 
school  staff  and  parents  to  address  a  child's  unexcused  absences,  2)  calling  an 
Attendance  Intervention  Team  (AIT)  (much  like  SFUSD's  Student  Success  Team); 
a  non-judicial  hearing  held  at  the  State  Attorney's  Office  for  parents  and 
students,  referral  to  the  Truancy  Arbitration  Program  (TAP);  the  creation  of  four 
truancy  centers  located  across  the  city;  and  a  diverse  group  of  community 
stakeholders  which  was  formed  to  increase  public  awareness. 

In  Chicago,  truancy  was  significantly  reduced  using  an  On  Track  Indicator  that 
allows  teachers  and  principals  to  see  within  24  hours  each  student  that  receives 
a  failing  grade  or  10  absences. 

6.  See  Appendix  1. 

7.  In  2003,  the  Jury  recommended  that  SFUSD  commence  truancy  accounting  which 
should  include  creating  a  computerized  database.  In  May  of  2004,  SFUSD  reported  that  it 
"replaced  or  updated  equipment"  and  was  able  to  provide  information  through  the  database. 
In  2006,  SFUSD  acknowledged  the  inadequacy  of  the  computer  system  and  began 
implementation  of  a  new  "Truancy  Module."  Now,  SFUSD  is  in  its  second  year  of  the  "Truancy 
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Module."  SFUSD  has  asserted  that  at  least  one  person  in  each  school  is  trained  to  use  the 
system.  Later,  it  became  clear  that  9  schools  do  not  have  trained  staff.  SFUSD  also 
acknowledges  the  module  is  "sometimes  ineffective."  The  module  has  poor  hardware  and 
there  is  poor  understanding  how  best  to  use  the  program  at  any  particular  school  site. 
Accordingly,  SFUSD  plans  to  conduct  a  survey  next  year.  Meanwhile,  just  as  this  system  gets 
off  the  ground,  however,  SFUSD  also  is  planning  to  implement  a  new  program  modeled  after 
the  Chicago  program  allowing  school  administrators  to  know  when  a  student  reaches  10  or 
more  absences.  SFUSD  also  may  roll  out  versions  of  "School  Loop,"  "Data  Director,  or  "On 
Track  fndicator,"  programs  that  may  change  again  the  way  that  the  district  uses  the  Truancy 
Module. 

In  2003,  the  Jury  recommended  that  SFUSD  hire  a  person  to  be  in  charge  of  attendance.  In 
June  2005,  SFUSD  reported  that  it  "Now  has  a  Supervisor  of  Attendance  (SOA)  whose 
responsibility  is  to  supervise  and  coordinate  attendance  enforcement.  The  SOA  was  never  able 
to  devote  himself  full  time  to  attendance.  Instead  this  was  one  of  several  titles  given  to  one 
person.  The  Grand  Jury  was  unable  to  receive  from  his  office  answers  to  some  of  the  most 
basic  questions  involving  truancy  reduction.  It  has  been  reported  that  the  SOA's  contract 
expired  and  has  not  been  renewed.  Thus,  it  appears  the  position  is  vacant  and  it  is  not  clear 
who,  if  anyone,  will  take  on  the  responsibilities  or  if  the  person  will  be  able  to  do  so  full  time. 

In  2003,  the  Jury  recommended  that  SFUSD  ensure  that  truancy  notices  get  mailed  in  a  timely 
fashion.  The  Jury  emphasized  the  importance  of  having  parents  involved  early  in  the  process 
and  the  fact  that  notices  allow  SFUSD  to  collect  money  from  the  State  of  California.  In  June 
2005,  SFUSD  reported  that  it  is  "aggressively  seeking  reimbursement  from  the  State  for 
Truancy  notices  sent  to  students."  This  Jury  discovered  that  the  performance  of  the  schools  in 
getting  out  the  notices  was  extremely  uneven.  In  some  schools,  most  notices  were  sent  in 
April.  The  school  district  reported  that  not  all  the  schools  had  sufficient  personnel  trained  in 
how  to  use  the  Truancy  Module  to  ensure  timely  mailing  of  notices.  This  problem,  the  district 
reported,  would  be  fixed  over  time. 

In  2003,  the  Jury  recommended  that  SFUSD  make  better  use  of  School  Attendance  Review 
Teams  (SART)  and  School  Resource  Officers  (SROs).  SARTs  are  school-based  teams  put 
together  to  address  truancy  issues  at  the  school  level.  This  year  the  Jury  inquired  as  to  the 
success  rates  of  success  of  SARTs  and  which  tools  used  by  SARTs  were  most  effective.  SFUSD 
acknowledged  that  no  statistics  have  been  compiled  so  it  is  not  clear  how  well  the  SARTs  are 
doing.  SROs  are  San  Francisco  Police  Officers  assigned  to  schools.  Since  2003,  it  was  clear  that 
SROs  need  clear  instructions  regarding  what  to  do  when  encountering  a  truant  student.  There 
currently  is  no  program  addressing  how  SROs  should  process  a  truant  student. 

In  2003,  the  Jury  recommended  that  the  SFUSD  create  a  Student  Attendance  Review  Board 
(SARB).  In  August  2003,  SFUSD  reported  that  it  was  on  its  way  to  establishing  a  SARB  and  that 
in  the  Fall  of  2003,  SFUSD  would  be  considering  who  the  members  should  be.  By  2005,  a  SARB 
was  in  existence.  Six  referrals  were  made  to  the  District  Attorney  in  2007.  The  first  SARB 
meeting  was  held  October  17,  2008.  Through  May  of  the  2008-2009  school  year,  one  referral 
was  made  to  the  District  Attorney.  About  17  more  referrals  were  made  in  June  at  the  end  of 
the  school  year. 
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8.  The  data  for  districts  in  the  State  of  California  is  available  at  sfgate.com/ZEFD. 

9.  Most  analyses  of  the  problem  begin  with  the  acknowledgment  that  truancy  is  a  national 
problem  and  that  a  reasonable  response  to  district-wide  truancy  will  include  consideration  of 
addressing  complex  underlying  causes.  The  Stay-in-School  Coalition  was  formed  because  there 
was  a  consensus  that  chronic  absenteeism  and  habitual  and  chronic  truancy  are  community 
problems.  The  underlying  causes  of  truancy  were  discussed  in  SFUSD's  August  2003  Stay  In 
School  Coalition's  Truancy  Report. 

10.  Most  administrators  at  SFUSD  argue  that  they  simply  do  not  have  the  staff  to  follow  up 
on  reports  of  missing  students.  Accordingly,  they  rely  on  automated  telephone  calls, 
computerized  letter-writing  and  an  eventual  referral  after  the  record  establishes  a  student 
should  be  pronounced  an  habitual  truant.  Although  SFUSD  counts  nine  groups  as  those 
working  with  truant  students  (school  counselors,  learning  support  professionals,  student 
advisors,  attendance  liaisons,  parent  liaisons,  translators,  nurses,  after-school  programs  staff 
and  wellness  center  staff)  these  personnel  do  not  have  sufficient  opportunity  to  identify  and 
address  the  problem  until  truancy  becomes  too  serious. 

SFUSD  does  not  have  a  single  department  of  truancy.  SFUSD  suggests  the  following  funds 
should  be  considered  "targeted"  to  reduce  truancy,  although  it  is  not  clear  which  funds  are 
paid  by  the  district: 

SFUSD  Targeted  Resources 

Attendance  Liaisons  $250,000 

Drop  out  office  $410,000 

SB  65  Comprehensive  Support  $782,000 

and  Attendance  Programs 
at  15  schools 

Secure  Our  School  Program  $100,000 

at  4  Schools 

District  Attorney  Truancy  $5,000 

Mediation  Workshops 

CBO/SFUSD  Training  Materials  $20,000 

and  Workshops 

Coordinated  Services  Teams  at  $20,000-25,000  per  school 

each  School  (as  %  of  time 
devoted  to  attendance) 
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11.  The  District  Superintendent's  2007  "Attendance  Letter"  states  "The  District's  Stay  in 
School  Coalition  has  worked  with  city  departments  and  community  based  agencies  to 
successfully  increase  the  overall  attendance  rate  for  the  last  two  years.  This  year  the  Student 
Assistance  Program  (SAP)  Teams  and  the  School  Attendance  Review  (SART)  teams  will  be 
stepping  up  their  efforts  to  work  with  you  to  ensure  that  students  are  in  school,  on  time,  every 
day." 

12.  The  key  city  "players"  are  the  District  Attorney's  office,  the  Human  Services  Agency 
(especially  the  Child  Protective  Services  and  CalWORKs  divisions),  the  San  Francisco  Police 
Department's  School  Resource  Officer  program,  the  Health  Department's  Community 
Behavioral  Services,  the  Juvenile  Probation  Department,  and  the  Mayor's  Office  Initiative, 
which  includes  Communities  of  Opportunity  and  the  Department  of  Children,  Youth  and  Their 
Families,(who  fund  interrelated  truancy  prevention,  case  management  and  violence  prevention 
agencies  and  coalitions). 

13.  See  Tucker,  Jill,  San  Francisco  Chronicle,  Pressuring  parents  helps  S.F.  slash  truancy  23%, 
June  8,  2009,  pg  Al.,  available  at  http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-bin/article. cgi?f=/c/a/2009/06/ 
08/MN911832BT.DTL.  Recent  statistics  also  make  clear  that  75%  of  the  school  sites  have 
shown  a  .01  to  3.0  percentage  increase  in  average  daily  attendance  rates  over  the  past  three 
years.  Also,  the  number  of  SARB  hearings  in  elementary  schools  increased  from  34  in  the 
2007-2008  school  year  to  110  in  the  2008-2009  school  year. 

14.  As  noted  in  footnote  10  above,  even  SFUSD's  Stay  In  School  Coordinator  is  paid  for  by 
the  City.  Additional  funds  for  truancy  efforts  that  occur  in  SFUSD  schools  come  from  other 
agencies  including  The  Department  for  Children,  Youth  and  Their  Families  (DCYF): 

DCYF  Targeted  Resources 

Stay  in  School  Coordinator  $370,000 

and  Elementary  Truancy 

Project 

Secure  Our  Schools  Match  $250,000 

CBO  Case  Management  with 

Main  Emphasis  truancy  $350,000 

Violence  Prevention  in  $500,000 

Schools 

In  addition,  the  District  Attorney  maintains  a  hotline  for  reporting  truants  ($20,000),  DCYF  pays 
SFUSD  teachers  to  provide  instruction  in  a  truancy  center  and  community-based  organizations 
provide  additional  resources. 

15.  SFUSD's  collection  of  truancy  data  has  several  problems.  First,  teachers  still  are  using 
paper  forms  to  record  absences.  These  "strips"  are  later  input  by  separate  personnel  into  the 
computer  system.  In  the  best  of  possible  worlds,  mistakes  will  be  made. 
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Second,  it  has  been  reported,  and  interviews  with  the  administration  confirm,  that  attendance 
is  not  taken  with  uniform  care  in  all  schools.  In  several  schools,  sometime  around  January 
teachers  attempt  to  comply  by  getting  old  attendance  slips  in.  They  do  so  in  order  to  meet 
State  of  California  requirements  and  to  avoid  problems  with  possible  audits.  This  too  wili  cause 

problems. 

Third,  for  the  past  two  years,  SFUSD  has  been  using  a  "Truancy  Module"  to  pull  out  of  the 
computer  system  the  data  related  to  truancy.  This  new  system  is  not  subject  to  sufficient 
monitoring  or  validity  checks.  For  example,  the  Information  Technology  personnel  do  not  verify 
the  data  with  information  from  either  truancy  personnel  (who  should  be  able  to  test  the  data 
against  the  real  world)  nor  the  Research,  Planning  and  Accountability  personnel  (who  should 
be  able  to  monitor  and  test  for  validity).  Neither  the  information  technology  staff  nor  the 
truancy  staff  have  enough  information  to  determine  whether  the  data  collected  is  making 
sense. 

Fourth,  SFUSD  personnel  acknowledge  that  certain  teachers  and  certain  schools  are  reluctant 
to  report  truancies  because  they  believe  the  new  efforts  by  the  District  Attorney  are  too 
punitive.  These  persons  generally  do  not  realize  that  the  end  result  of  the  District  Attorney's 
efforts  is  to  provide  more  attention  and  services  to  the  student  and  family. 

Fifth,  a  SFUSD  printout  of  the  number  of  truancies  by  April  13,  2009,  suggested  that  the 
truancy  rates  of  most  schools  did  not  drop  as  of  that  date.  It  is  not  clear  as  of  the  publishing  of 
this  report  what  accounts  for  the  alleged  23%  reduction  in  elementary  school  truancy  in  the 
months  April  through  June. 

16.  See  "San  Francisco  Team  Needed  To  Fight  Truancy,"  Chronicle  Editorials,  September  15, 
2008,  praising  Mayor  Gavin  Newsom  for  taking  the  fight  against  truancy  to  the  doorsteps  of 
unsuspecting  parents;  Tucker,  Jill,  San  Francisco  Chronicle,  Pressuring  parents  helps  S.F.  slash 
truancy  23%,  June  8,  2009,  pg  Al.,  available  at  http://www.sfgate.com/cRi-bin/article.cgi?f=/ 
c/a/2009/06/  08/MN911832BT.DTL,  noting  District  Attorney  Kamala  Harris  took  on  the  issue 
and  stated  she  will  get  families  counseling  through  the  court  system. 

17.  SFUSD's  2008-2012  Strategic  Plan  "Beyond  the  Talk:  Taking  Action  to  Education  Every 

Child  Now"  adopted  May  27,  2008  makes  only  two  truancy-related  references: 

•  Under  "Goal  2:  Student  Achievement-  Engage  high  achieving  and  joyful  learners" 
is  "Objective  2.1  Ensuring  Authentic  Learning  for  Every  Child."  In  this  section, 
one  measure  "Number  and  percentage  of  students  who  drop  out  of  school 

between  grades  6-12." 

•  Under  "Goal  3:  Accountability-  Keep  our  promises  to  students  and  families"  no 
measure  identifies  support  services'  interventions  and  outcomes  as  a  way  to 
evaluate  and  validate  data  on  truancy  reduction.  In  fact,  the  majority  of 
measures  are  subjective,  e.g.  rating  through  surveys,  not  based  on  objective 
data.  That  is  not  true  performance  measurement.  (See  2008-2009  Civil  Grand 
Jury  Report  on  performance  measurement  in  the  City.) 
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Also  telling  is  the  fact  that  SFUSD  does  not  include  truancy  personnel  as  part  of  the  persons 
who  will  be  held  accountable  to  numeric  standards.  Under  "Percentage  of  'stayers'  and 
'leavers'  by  ethnicity,"  the  plan  states  that  "SFUSD  is  designing  and  implementing  a 
comprehensive  system  of  performance  management ...  so  that  all  staff  know  and  understand 
their  role  in  supporting  student  achievement."  There  is  no  mention  of  the  support  service 
staff- counselors,  learning  support  professionals,  student  advisors,  outreach  consultants  and 
child  welfare  and  attendance  liaisons-  in  the  Strategic  Plan's  scorecard,  milestones  or  glossary 
sections.  California,  SFUSD  and  the  City  fund  these  positions  to  partially  address  the  truancy 
issue. 

1 8.  There  were  over  5000  chronic  and  habitual  truants  in  SFUSD  last  year.  Through  May, 
SFUSD  was  reporting  only  one  resulted  in  a  referral  to  the  District  Attorney.  As  noted  above  in 
footnote  7,  a  last-minute  push  resulted  in  110  SARB  hearings  and  an  additional  16  referrals  to 
the  District  Attorney  at  the  end  of  the  year.  It  is  not  clear  when  the  referrals  were  made. 

19.  The  Mayor  has  attempted  to  be  involved  with  "Operation  Stealth,"  a  program  in  which 
he  knocked  on  the  doors  of  families  with  truant  children. 

20.  DCYF  attempted  to  work  with  the  schools  by  giving  them  $200,000  for  work  with  middle 
schools.  The  project  was  rejected  because  it  might  have  been  duplicative.  Ninth  graders 
account  for  21%  of  the  truancy  of  the  district. 

21 .  The  Jury  interviewed  over  40  witnesses.  Most  confirmed  that  the  school  district  was 
territorial  and  hostile  to  offers  of  help.  The  Jury  actually  received  requests  that  witnesses  not 
be  named  for  fear  of  having  access  to  schools,  children  or  information  put  at  risk.  One  witness 
said  explicitly  that  because  that  organization's  efforts  required  access  to  students,  it  did  not 
want  to  be  seen  as  "bit[ing]  the  hand  that  feeds  them." 

22.  In  contrast  to  the  experience  the  Jury  had  with  numerous  City  agencies,  the  school 
district  did  not  comply  with  requests  for  information,  often  did  not  make  witnesses  available 
unless  multiple  requests  were  made,  and  responded  with  such  a  lack  of  diligence  that 
subpoenas  had  to  be  threatened  or  issued.  It  was  the  Jury's  distinct  impression  that  certain 
witnesses  sought  to  delay  responses  in  hopes  that  they  would  not  be  forced  to  respond  before 
the  term  of  the  Jury  expired.  In  such  cases,  the  dilatory  responses  were  part  of  a  deliberate 
attempt  to  withhold  information. 

Some  tension  with  the  Jury,  an  investigative  body,  might  be  expected.  More  remarkable  was 
the  consistency  of  complaints  by  SFUSD's  partners. 

23.  An  example  of  the  power  available  to  administrators  involves  a  Board  inquiry  into  the 
number  of  safety-related  incidents  at  SFUSD  schools.  The  Jury  obtained  a  copy  of  a  report  that 
set  out  the  numbers  of  incidents  in  each  school.  When  the  Jury  reviewed  the  actual 
documents  upon  which  the  report  was  compiled,  it  was  clear  there  were  more  incidents  than 
appeared  in  the  report.  Without  loyal  staff  to  check,  there  would  be  no  way  for  a  Board 
member  to  obtain  this  information  and  question  the  integrity  of  the  report. 

24.  Instead,  the  Board  members  have  taken  an  approach  that  is  more  palatable  to  the  staff. 
This  is  best  characterized  as  a  "go  slow"  approach  and  slow  change.  While  the  public  is 
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encouraged  to  wait  for  the  next  reorganization,  the  next  program  and  the  next  set  of  statistics, 
the  overall  approach  portends  only  minor  or  cosmetic  adjustments  and  a  continued  lack  of  true 
accountability  for  truancy  reduction. 

This  also  results  in  poor  policy  development  and  analysis.  For  example,  there  is  no 
administrator  developing  the  statistics  and  reports  to  demonstrate  the  effectiveness  and 
ineffectiveness  of  each  program.  Thus,  while  the  vast  majority  of  families  who  are  referred  by 
the  SARB  to  the  District  Attorney  end  up,  in  the  long  run,  simply  receiving  services  and 
dramatically  improving  attendance,  the  Board  of  Education  still  is  left  with  the  impression  that 
"prosecuting  parents  makes  no  sense"  and  "every  dollar  spent  on  making  the  schools  more 
attractive  is  a  dollar  spent  on  truancy  reduction." 

25.  One  member  of  the  Board  of  Education  explains  that  "once  you  get  the  student  through 
the  door,  we  will  teach  them." 

26.  In  interviews,  the  Supervisors  point  out  that  they  are  not,  in  the  first  instance,  the  body 
responsible  to  ensure  truancy  laws  are  enforced.  Supervisors  claim  they  lack  the  expertise  and 
the  jurisdictional  mandate  to  address  school-related  issues  such  as  truancy. 

27.  With  one  exception,  no  Supervisor  embraced  the  idea  of  getting  the  Board  further 
involved  with  truancy  issues.  Two  Supervisors  seemed  tentatively  open-minded,  but  warned 
that  only  a  very  limited  amount  of  involvement  would  be  appropriate.  One  Supervisor  failed  to 
make  time  to  meet  with  the  Grand  Jury  on  this  subject. 

28.  The  Supervisors  should  have  realized  this  from  years  of  school  board  ineffectiveness, 
communications  through  the  joint  committee  (in  which  both  members  of  the  Board  of 
Education  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  sit)  and  budgets  from  the  Board  for  programs  such  as 
CARE  which  should  carry  with  them  some  understanding  of  the  district's  commitment  to  the 
issue. 

29.  The  City  pays  the  salary  of  the  Stay  in  School  Coordinator,  Learning  Support 
Professionals,  Beacon  Centers  and  even  the  teachers  to  teach  in  the  CARE  program.  Only  the 
Supervisors  can  develop  a  coherent  strategy  by  which  to  marshal  the  City's  services,  including 
the  police,  MUNI,  DCYF,  and  others  to  mount  a  coordinated  attack  on  truancy. 

30.  Still,  the  SFUSD  will  continue  planning  new  initiatives  including:  School  Loop,  Data 
Director  and  the  On  Track  Indicator.  SFUSD  apparently  is  planning  a  reorganization  of  certain 
staff  who  now  should  be  exercising  supervision  over  some  truancy  programs.  In  addition  to 
these  changes,  during  the  last  two  years,  the  State  of  California  has  required  SFUSD  to  use  a 
new  student  identification  system  for  state-wide  tracking.  As  usual,  there  will  be  a  sufficient 
amount  of  moving  parts  to  demonstrate  something  is  being  done. 

3 1 .  These  hearings,  however,  occurred  too  late  to  allow  the  students  any  time  to  improve 
their  attendance.  Further,  according  to  SFUSD,  the  standard  SARB  hearing  would  result  in  a 
contract  for  improvement  that  must  occur  within  30  days.  It  is  unclear  how  many  of  the  SARBs 
occurred  while  there  still  was  thirty  days  left  in  the  school  year. 
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32.  One  Supervisor  points  to  the  statistics  and  notes  that  an  overwhelming  number  of 
persons  who  are  truant  are  Black  and  Hispanic.  The  supervisor  asked  the  jurors  to  "just  say  the 
word,  'racism.'  There,  you  feel  better?"  Similarly,  in  the  SFUSD  Strategic  Plan  section  entitled 
Solution-  Addressing  the  Root  Causes,  "the  effects  of  persistent  racism,  classism  and  language 
bias  are  exacerbated  by  growing  education  inequalities  leading  to  worsening  economic 
conditions  for  some  families  and  poorer  family  health."  It  is  not  unreasonable  to  conclude 
SFUSD  acknowledges  racism,  classism  and  language  bias  continue  to  play  a  role. 

Another  member  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  stated,  "If  you  look  at  it,  they  just  don't  care 
about  the  kids,  no  matter  what  race  they  are.  It  is  a  class  issue."  This  sentiment  was  echoed  by 
other  members  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 

33.  This  argument  theorizes  that  institutional  pressure  comes  from  many  places  and  in 
different  ways- take  for  example  a  teacher  who  delays  reporting  in  order  to  avoid  disruptions 
in  class,  a  second  teacher  who  does  not  want  to  involve  the  parents  of  a  troubled  student  and 
a  school  that  wants  to  protect  its  API  scores.  This  theory  does  not  appear  to  account  for  the 
decisions  of  administrators  and  the  apparent  lack  of  action  by  seemingly  distant 
administrators. 

34.  Most  provided  no  answer  at  all,  saying,  "We  need  to  do  better"  and  "I  don't  know  how 
we  could  improve." 

35.  This  explanation,  however,  tends  to  ignore  the  fact  that  so  many  aspects  of  the 
dysfunction  are  non-monetary. 
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APPENDIX  1 


A  Report  of  the  2002-2003  Civil  Grand  Jury 
For  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


TOLERATING  TRUANCY  -  INVITING  FAILURE: 

THE  SAN  FRANCISCO  UNIFIED  SCHOOL  DISTRICT 
FAILS  TO  ENFORCE  SCHOOL  ATTENDANCE 


Released  June  11,2003 


Reports  of  the  Civil  Grand  Jury  do  not  identify  the  individuals  interviewed,  pursuant  to  California 
Penal  Code  sec.  929.  The  California  Legislature  intended  this  provision  to  encourage  full  candor 
and  cooperation  by  City  and  County  personnel. 

Parties  identified  in  the  report  must  respond  to  the  Presiding  Judge  of  the  Superior  Court  within 
the  number  of  days  specified,  with  a  copy  sent  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors.  As  to  each  finding  of 
the  Grand  Jury,  the  response  must  either  (1 )  agree  with  the  finding,  or  (2)  disagree  with  it,  wholly 
or  partially,  and  explain  why    Further,  as  to  each  recommendation  made  by  the  Grand  Jury,  the 
responding  party  must  report  either  (1)  that  the  recommendation  has  been  implemented,  with  a 
summary  explanation  of  how  it  was;  (2)  the  recommendation  has  not  been  implemented,  but  will 
be  implemented  in  the  future,  with  a  timeframe  for  implementation;  (3)  the  recommendation 
requires  further  analysis,  with  an  explanation  of  the  scope  of  that  analysis  and  a  timeframe  for  the 
officer  or  agency  head  to  be  prepared  to  discuss  it  (less  than  six  months  from  the  release  of  this 
Report);  or  (4)  the  recommendation  will  not  be  implemented  because  it  is  not  warranted  or 
reasonable,  with  an  explanation  of  why  that  is    (Cal.  Penal  Code,  sees.  933,  933.05.) 


TOLERATING  TRUANCY-INVITING  FAILURE: 

THE  SAN  FRANCISCO  UNIFIED  SCHOOL  DISTRICT  FAILS  TO 

ENFORCE  SCHOOL  ATTENDANCE 


Summary  of  Recommendations 

1.  SFUSD  should  create  the  structure  and  policies  necessary  to  enforce  attendance 
laws. 

2.  SFUSD  should  commence  prompt  and  consistent  enforcement  of  attendance 
laws,  including  more  systematic  use  of  truancy  notices,  conferences,  and  the 
appropriate  cooperation  with  the  District  Attorney  when  necessary. 

3.  SFUSD  should  create  or  expand  truancy  prevention  programs,  including  School 
Resource  Officers  and  award  programs. 


GLOSSARY 

ADA  -  Average  Daily  Attendance 

SARB  —  School  Attendance  Review  Board 

SFUSD  -  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District 

OVERVIEW 

The  2002-2003  Grand  Jury  investigated  truancy  in  the  San  Francisco  Unified 
School  District  (SFUSD  or  District)  and  found  that,  for  the  last  25  years,  compulsory 
attendance  laws  have  not  been  promptly,  consistently,  and  adequately  enforced  in  San 
Francisco.    Currently,  of  the  approximately  18,000  high  school  students,  5,000  students 
miss  at  least  one  in  five  school  days.  A  majority  of  those  students  are  more  than  two 
grade  levels  behind  in  academic  achievement.1  Of  13,000  middle  school  students, 
approximately  1,000  miss  at  least  one  in  five  school  days.  Of  30,000  elementary 
students,  some  765  miss  one  in  five  days  of  school.  In  addition  to  the  5,000  high  school 
students  who  are  absent  each  day,  another  5,000  or  more  are  tardy  or  cut  class.    In  the 
past,  such  students  were  given  a  high  school  diploma  with  minimal  regard  to  their 
academic  achievement.  New  state  academic  requirement  will  make  it  much  more 
difficult  for  habitual  truants  to  achieve  the  reading  and  math  skills  necessary  to  earn  a 
high  school  diploma.  Unless  SFUSD  undertakes  consistent  and  rigorous  enforcement  of 
the  state  compulsory  attendance  law,  we  can  anticipate  that  the  number  students  who 
receive  a  high  school  diploma  in  San  Francisco  will  decrease  markedly. 

SFUSD  has  an  obligation  to  its  students,  and  to  the  City  of  San  Francisco,  to 
enable  students  to  obtain  a  high  school  diploma  or  GED.  A  high  school  diploma  is  a  key 
to  the  future  success  of  young  adults.  Nonetheless,  instead  of  enforcing  attendance, 
SFUSD  drops  long  time  truants  from  enrollment,  thereby  denying  the  students  the 
education  they  need  to  succeed  in  life.  Failure  to  earn  a  high  school  diploma  has  been 


2,000  of  those  miss  more  than  half  the  school  days. 


shown  to  have  a  close  correlation  to  future  criminal  conduct."  98%  of  the  inmates  in  the 
state's  prison  system  reportedly  do  not  have  a  high  school  diploma.  Keeping  at-risk 
students  in  school  and  helping  them  to  earn  their  high  school  diploma  is  cost-effective 
crime  prevention. 

The  Grand  Jury  found  that  the  SFUSD  currently  lacks  the  ability  to  enforce 
effectively  the  state  compulsory  attendance  law.  Inadequate  record  keeping  and  failure  to 
acquire  truancy  tracking  software  or  to  adapt  the  district's  present  software  to  create  the 
necessary  data  base  contribute  to  this  problem  as  does  the  district's  failure  to  grant  its 
Supervisor  of  Attendance  enforcement  authority.  The  District  does  not  initiate 
enforcement  promptly  with  the  result  that  truants  miss  many  days  of  school  before  efforts 
to  return  them  to  the  classroom  begin.  The  District  excuses  absences  for  reasons  not 
specified  in  the  compulsory  education  law.  It  does  not  make  use  of  enforcement 
programs  authorized  by  the  Education  Code,  and  does  not  have  protocols  for  engaging 
the  San  Francisco  District  Attorney  and/or  the  Probation  Officer  in  the  enforcement 
process. 

The  Grand  Jury  found  that  the  consequences  of  the  District's  failure  to  adequately 
enforce  compulsory  education  laws  fall  most  heavily  on  students  who  are  already  at  a 
socio-economic  disadvantage.  Less  than  one-third  of  high  school  students  in  some  large 
ethnic  groups  attend  school  more  than  90%  of  the  time,  as  compared  with  94%  to  96% 
attendance  rates  achieved  by  comparable  districts  that  actively  enforce  compulsory 
attendance  laws. 

As  a  result  of  its  failure  to  enforce  compulsory  attendance  and  to  comply  with 
Education  Code  guidelines  and  requirements,  SFUSD  is  foregoing  as  much  as 
$10,000,000  annually  in  state  revenues  that  are  based  on  attendance  figures,  as  well  as 
substantial  sums  that  would  be  paid  by  the  state  to  reimburse  the  district  for  enforcement 
expenses. 

The  Grand  Jury  recommends  that  the  SFUSD  appoint  a  Supervisor  of  Attendance 
with  all  of  the  duties  and  authority  specified  in  the  state  compulsory  attendance  law.  It 
should  immediately  establish  a  computerized  data-base  that  enables  it  to  identify  truants 
at  the  time  of  the  first  and  each  subsequent  truancy  and  thereby  to  promptly  commence 
enforcement  of  school  attendance.  Attendance  personnel  in  all  SFUSD  schools  should  be 
instructed  on  the  data  to  be  collected  and  transmitted  to  the  District  office.  The  District 
should  conform  truancy  notices  sent  to  parents  to  the  requirements  of  the  Education  Code 
and  send  those  notices  promptly  upon  each  identification  of  a  student  as  a  truant.  The 
District  should  create  a  non-punitive  mediation  program  under  the  auspices  of  the  District 
Attorney  or  the  Probation  Officer,  and  create  one  or  more  School  Attendance  Review 
Boards  (SARBs)  to  deal  with  intractable  truancy.    It  should  give  those  SARB  or  SARBs 
and  the  attendance  supervisor  the  authority  to  use  all  of  the  programs  available  under  the 
state  compulsory  education  laws,  including,  if  necessary,  referral  of  parents  or  guardians 


2  Proportionally,  the  ethnicity  of  truants,  dropouts  and  non-graduating  seniors  is  approximately  the  same  as 

that  of  juvenile  delinquents  and  inmates. 

1  Unless  otherwise  specified,  all  references  to  "parent"  herein  are  to  both  parent  and  guardian. 


to  the  District  Attorney  or  Probation  Officer  if  the  parents  do  not  participate  in  truancy 
prevention  programs  and  use  their  best  efforts  to  maintain  regular  school  attendance. 

BACKGROUND 

The  California  Education  Code  imposes  on  local  school  districts  the  obligation  to 
enforce  the  state  compulsory  education  law.  That  law  mandates  that,  with  few 
exceptions,  all  children  between  the  ages  of  6  and  18  years  attend  school  full  time.  The 
law  also  provides  a  series  of  progressively  more  coercive  steps  that  may,  and  in  some 
cases  must,  be  followed  to  combat  truancy. 

A  district  Board  of  Education  must  appoint  a  lawfully  certified  supervisor  of 
attendance.  The  Board  may  prescribe  the  duties  of  the  supervisor  of  attendance,  but  those 
duties  must  include,  among  other  things,  the  duties  related  to  compulsory  full-time 
education,  truancy,  and  those  programs  required  of  attendance  supervisors  by  the 
Education  Code.  (Sec.  48240.) 

A  child  who  is  subject  to  compulsory  full-time  education  is  a  truant  if  the  child  "is 
absent  from  school  without  valid  excuse  three  full  days  in  one  school  year  or  tardy  or 
absent  for  more  than  any  30-minute  period  during  the  school  day  with  without  a  valid 
excuse  on  three  occasions  in  one  school  year,  or  any  combination  thereof."  (Sec.  48260.) 
The  truancy  must  be  reported  to  the  district's  attendance  supervisor  or  to  the 
superintendent  of  the  district,  but  districts  may  continue  to  use  the  method  of  attendance 
accounting  in  effect  under  prior  law  and  need  not  use  period-by-period  attendance 
accounting.  A  child  who  has  been  reported  as  a  truant  and  who  is  again  absent  without 
valid  excuse  for  one  or  more  days  or  tardy  on  one  or  more  days,  must  be  reported  again 
to  attendance  supervisor  or  district  superintendent.  (Sec.  48261 .)  A  child  is  an  "habitual 
truant"  if  the  child  has  been  reported  as  a  truant  three  or  more  times  per  school  year  if  the 
school  district  has  made  a  conscientious  effort  to  hold  a  conference  with  a  parent  and  the 
student  after  the  required  truancy  letters  have  been  sent.  (Sec.  48262.) 

The  first  time  a  truancy  report  is  required,  the  student  may  be  given  a  written 
warning  by  a  peace  officer.  The  second  time  a  truancy  report  is  required  the  student  may 
be  assigned  to  after  school  or  weekend  study.  If  the  student  does  not  successfully 
complete  that  program,  the  student  must  be  classified  as  an  habitual  truant  if  a  third 
truancy  report  is  required.  The  student  may  then  be  referred  to  and  required  to  attend  an 
attendance  review  board  or  a  truancy  mediation  program.  If  no  mediation  program  has 
been  established  the  student  may  be  required  to  attend  a  comparable  program  that  the 
supervisor  of  attendance  deems  acceptable.  If  the  student  does  not  successfully  complete 
the  program,  and  a  fourth  truancy  report  is  required  in  the  same  school  year,  the  student 
comes  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Juvenile  Court,  which  may  adjudge  the  student  to  be 
a  ward  of  the  court.  (Sec.  48264.5.)  The  court  may  order  the  parent  to  deliver  the  student 
to  school  at  the  beginning  of  the  school  day.  (Sec.  48268.) 5 


4  Unless  otherwise  specified,  all  references  to  code  sections  are  to  the  Education  Code. 

The  Juvenile  Court  also  may  order  the  student  to:  perform  community  service,  pay  a  fine  not  more  than 
$100.00,  which  may  be  made  the  joint  responsibility  of  the  student  and  the  parent,  and  or  attend  a  truancy 


A  county  may  establish  a  School  Attendance  Review  Board  (SARB)  (sec.  48321), 
whose  purpose  is  to  provide  "intensive  guidance  and  coordinated  community  services.  .  . 
to  meet  the  special  needs  of  pupils  with  school  attendance  problems  or  school  behavior 
problems"  (Sec.  48320.)     A  SARB  must  include  a  parent,  a  school  district 
representative,  a  representative  of  the  probation  and  welfare  departments,  and 
representative  of  the  superintendent  of  schools,  law  enforcement,  community  based  youth 
service  centers,  school  guidance  personnel,  child  welfare  and  attendance  personnel,  and 
of  the  school  or  county  health  care  personnel.  (Sec.  48321 .)  When  a  truant  has  been 
referred  to  it,  a  SARB  has  the  power  of  subpoena  to  compel  attendance  before  the  SARB 
of  the  truant,  the  truant's  parent,  the  referring  authority,  and  any  other  person  with 
information  about  the  matter. 

When  a  student  has  been  identified  as  a  truant,  the  district  must  notify  the  parent 
by  sending  a  truancy  letter,  the  content  of  which  is  specified  in  section  48260.5.  If  there 
is  no  SARB,  the  district  may  notify  the  District  Attorney  or  the  Probation  officer,  if  those 
officials  have  agreed  to  participate  in  a  truancy  mediation  program,  of  the  name  of  each 
truant  and  the  address  of  the  truant's  parent.  It  may  also  notify  those  officials  whether 
the  student  is  still  classified  as  truant  after  the  parent  has  received  notice.  The  District 
Attorney  or  Probation  Officer  may  then  give  notice  to  the  parent  that  he  or  she  is  subject 
to  prosecution  for  failure  to  compel  attendance.  The  District  Attorney  or  Probation 
Officer  may  also  request  the  parent  and  child  to  attend  a  meeting  in  the  official's  office  to 
discuss  the  possible  legal  consequences  of  the  truancy.  (Sec.  48260.6.) 

If  a  SARB  has  been  created,  an  habitual  truant  or  a  child  whose  attendance  at 
school  is  irregular  maybe  referred  to  that  board.  The  parent  is  notified  that  both  the 
student  and  the  parent  will  be  required  to  meet  with  the  board  to  consider  the  proper 
disposition  of  the  matter.  The  board  may  direct  the  student  or  the  parents  or  both  to  use 
those  community  services  that  the  board  has  determined  are  available  to  resolve  the 
problem  and  may  require  evidence  of  participation  in  that  service.  If  the  board 
determines  that  community  services  are  inadequate  or  the  student  and  parent  have  failed 
to  participate,  the  SARB  may  notify  the  District  Attorney  or  Probation  Officer,  if  they  are 
participating  in  a  truancy  mediation  program.  If  that  program  is  not  available,  the  SARB 
may  direct  the  superintendent  of  schools  to  make,  and  the  superintendent  must  then 
make,  a  request  that  a  petition  be  filed  in  the  juvenile  court  on  behalf  of  the  child.  If  no 
SARB  has  been  established,  the  district  itself  may  follow  these  steps.  (Sec.  48263.) 


INVESTIGATIVE  PROCESS 

Members  of  the  Civil  Grand  Jury  interviewed  these  parties  or  representatives  of  them: 

•  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District  personnel  (including  administrators  at  all 
levels,  teachers,  and  social  workers) 

•  Students  and  parents 

prevention  program.  In  some  cases,  the  student's  driving  privileges  may  be  suspended  or  revoked.  (Sec. 
48267.). 


•  San  Francisco  Police  Department 

•  BEACON  Centers 

•  Interagency  Action  Committee 

•  California  Department  of  Education 

•  Santa  Clara  County  District  Attorney's  Office 

•  Administrators  and  Attendance  Staff  of  Santa  Clara  County  Schools 

•  Professors  at  San  Francisco  State  University  and  City  College  of  San  Francisco 

•  Office  of  the  City  Attorney 

•  Judges  of  the  San  Francisco  Superior  Court 

•  United  Educators  of  San  Francisco 

•  Delinquency  Prevention  Commission 
Members  of  the  Civil  Grand  Jury  reviewed: 

•  SFUSD  budget 

•  SFUSD  Student  and  Parent/Guardian  Handbook 

•  SRO  Handbook 

•  California  Student  Attendance  Review  Board  Handbook 

•  All  relevant  California  statutes 

•  Santa  Clara  County  publications  ('Truancy  Program,  School  Year  '98-'99 
Evaluation,'  'District  Attorney  Mediation  Program,  September  2002,'  and 
'District  Attorney  Truancy  Referral  Program,  September  2002') 

•  SFUSD  and  California  Department  of  Education  Websites 


FACTS,  FINDINGS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS 

SFUSD  DOES  NOT  HAVE  THE  STRUCTURE  AND  POLICIES 
NECESSARY  TO  ENFORCE  ATTENDANCE  LAWS 

FACTS 

Notwithstanding  state  law  and  Board  of  Education  policy,  both  of  which  require  the 
District  to  enforce  compulsory  attendance  laws,  SFUSD  has  not  consistently  enforced 
them  for  more  than  two  decades. 

SFUSD  schools  collect  attendance-related  data  and  are  able  to  provide  the  District 
with  all  data  necessary  for  enforcement  of  the  compulsory  attendance  law. 

Enforcement  of  compulsory  education  would  increase  state  funding  by  as  much  as 
$10,000,000  per  year  if  it  increased  average  daily  attendance  by  2,200  students.    The 


6  SFUSD  stated  that  it  could  not  estimate  the  daily  average  enrollment  or  absenteeism  because  of  software 
problems  and  fluctuations  in  enrollment  during  the  year.  The  CGJ  estimates  approximately  5,000  students 
are  absent  on  an  average  day,  approximately  92%  attendance  based  upon  available  SFUSD  attendance 
reports.  (93.75%  is  the  average  attendance  of  the  other  nine  largest  school  districts  in  California,  all  of 
which  have  some  level  of  attendance  enforcement.)  The  resulting  estimate  of  $10,000,000  in  additional 
State  funding  based  upon  SFUSD's  ability  to  reduce  daily  absenteeism  by  about  2,200  students  over  four 


California  Department  of  Education  considers  a  1%  increase  per  year  in  Average 
Daily  Attendance  (ADA)  to  be  a  feasible  goal  for  the  District.    In  SFUSD  a  1% 
increase  would  represent  an  additional  600  students  a  day  and  yield  an  additional 
$2,750,000  per  year  at  the  annual  rate  of  $4,580  per  student  based  on  ADA. 

•  The  California  Department  of  Education  has  found  a  correlation  between  truancy  and 
low  academic  achievement,  behavioral  problems,  class  disruption,  dropping  out  of 
school,  not  graduating,  joblessness  and  crime.  "Truancy  is  the  most  powerful 
predictor  of  juvenile  delinquent  behavior...  More  than  80%  of  all  [prison]  inmates 
were  dropouts.... Only  2%  of  adults  entering  prisons  had  a  [high  school]  diploma  or 
GED."8 

•  The  reason  stated  by  past  District  administrations  for  not  enforcing  truancy  laws  has 
been  that  enforcement  criminalizes  and  harasses  members  of  specific  ethnic  groups. 

•  Less  than  half  of  the  students  in  five  of  the  eight  large  San  Francisco  high  schools 
attend  school  more  than  90%  of  the  time;  only  one-quarter  to  one-third  of  the  high 
school  students  of  some  large  ethnic  groups  attend  school  more  than  90%  of  the  time. 
Of  these  groups,  approximately  one-half  attend  school  less  than  80%  of  the  time.  In 
other  school  districts,  high  schools  with  a  higher  percentage  of  students  from  these 
groups  achieve  94  to  96  percent  average  daily  attendance  through  consistent 
attendance  enforcement.  ° 

•  SFUSD  has  a  position  entitled  "Supervisor  of  Attendance,"  but  that  employee  is 
given  only  accounting  responsibilities.  The  District  has  appointed  no  person  with 
attendance  enforcement  duties  specified  by  law. 

•  State  law  provides  for  the  District  to  intervene  with  mediation,  a  School  Attendance 
Review  Board  hearing  or  a  court  referral  after  the  third  and  fourth  truancies. 
Instructions  sent  to  schools  by  SFUSD  Pupil  Services  requires  reporting  after  15 
consecutive  absences,  but  the  student  policy  handbook  says  to  report  after  10 
consecutive  absences. 

•  The  California  Department  of  Education  specifies  truancy  record  keeping 
requirements.      The  District  does  not  provide  school  personnel  with  uniform 

years  (about  one  percent  per  year  as  other  districts  have  done)  and  attain  a  95.5%  attendance  level 
comparable  to  school  districts  with  consistent  attendance  enforcement. 

7  Average  Daily  Attendance  (ADA)  is  the  total  of  the  number  students  in  attendance  during  each  day  of  the 
school  year  divided  by  the  number  of  school  days  (180).  This  forms  the  primary  basis  for  State  funding  of 
public  school  districts.   For  purposes  of  ADA,  a  district  is  credited  for  a  student  day  if  the  student  is 
physically  present  for  any  part  of  the  school  day.  Whether  an  absence  is  excused  or  not  and  the  extent  of 
tardiness  are  not  taken  into  account.    (Educ.  Code  sec.  48205(d).) 

8  CA  Dept.  of  Educ.  SARB  Report  1/10/03,  p.  5. 

9  Also  stated  by  current  administrative  personnel  and  Board  of  Education  members. 

For  example,  the  10  high  schools  in  Eastside  Union  High  School  District  in  Santa  Clara  County; 
Paramount  High  School  in  Los  Angeles  County;  SFUSD  attendance  reports  2001-2002. 
"  SARB  handbook,  p.24. 


• 


procedures  and  instructions  to  meet  these  requirements.  Members  of  the  Grand  Jury 
observed  different  procedures  used  in  every  school  visited.  School  personnel  knew 
the  time  tardy  children  arrived  at  school,  however  they  are  not  required  -  nor  is  there 
a  space  on  the  district  form  -  to  report  the  time  of  tardiness  to  the  district  offices. 
Personnel  believe  that  not  all  tardiness  is  sufficiently  serious  to  report  at  all.  Grand 
Jurors  observed  the  omission  of  information  and  that  little  or  none  of  this  information 
is  placed  in  student  files. 

SFUSD  attendance  personnel  in  the  schools  collect  the  information  necessary  to 
track,  record,  report  and  notice  truancy;  however,  they  have  been  given  either 
incorrect  or  no  instruction  as  to  what  constitutes  a  truancy,  when  a  student  becomes  a 
truant  or  habitual  truant,  or  the  legal  requirements  for  record  keeping,  truancy  notice 
to  students  and  parents,  and  reports  to  the  district. 

Some  schools  overlook  many  incidents  of  tardiness,  even  though  State  law  provides 
that  after  the  first  truancy  schools  are  to  report  every  additional  tardiness  for  any 
length  of  time  to  the  District  as  a  truancy. 

The  existing  District  software  system  tracks  absences  and  tardiness  but  fails  to 
distinguish  first  truancy  tardiness  (of  more  than  30  minutes)  or  to  record  the  duration 
of  tardiness  or  when  a  student  becomes  a  habitual  truant.  Some  SFUSD  personnel 
who  are  experienced  with  the  District's  existing  computerized  information  system 
estimate  that  adapting  the  District's  information  system  to  track  attendance  requires  a 
new  software  system  at  a  cost  of  approximately  $5  million;  others  estimate  that  it 
would  require  only  $500,000  to  upgrade  the  existing  system;  and  still  others  estimate 
that  it  could  be  accomplished  with  the  existing  system  simply  and  before  the  start  of 
the  next  school  year.13  District  personnel  are  also  aware  of  inexpensive  truancy 
tracking  software  that  is  available. 

The  District  can  be  exempt  under  Section  48260(b)  from  current  state  truancy 
reporting  requirements. 

Illness,  doctors'  appointments  and  attendance  at  a  relative's  funeral  are  among  the 
few  allowable  excuses  for  school  absence  under  law.      Some  District  schools 
improperly  excuse  absences  for  "emergencies,"  "car  breakdowns"  and  other  reasons. 
SFUSD  has  one  of  the  highest  percentages  of  excused  absences  in  the  state. 


FINDINGS 

The  San  Francisco  Board  of  Education  has  not  complied  with  Section  48240,  which 
mandates  that  it  appoint  a  Supervisor  of  Attendance  and  vest  that  person  with 
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Educ.  Code  sees.  48260,  4826 1 . 


13  The  Civil  Grand  Jury  has  been  informed  that  the  district  is  only  considering  a  new  software  system  and 
not  the  upgrading  of  the  existing  system,  and  that  this  could  cause  attendance  tracking  necessary  to  truancy 
enforcement  to  be  delayed  for  years. 

14  Educ.  Code  sec.  48205(a). 


compulsory  full-time  education  and  truancy  related  duties. 

2.  A  Supervisor  of  Attendance  is  needed  to  supervise  attendance  tracking,  record 
keeping,  truancy  mediation,  SARBs,  and  district  attorney  referrals  as  necessary  to 
enforce  compulsory  education  laws. 

3.  SFUSD  is  unable,  with  its  present  attendance  accounting  procedures,  to  comply  with 
state  law  governing  truancy  reporting  and  enforcement  of  compulsory  education. 

4.  Attendance  enforcement  requires  compliance  with  current  truancy  accounting  that 
complies  with  state  law. 

5.  Attendance  monitoring  personnel  are  not  adequately  instructed  and  often  do  not  know 
when  a  truancy  occurs  and  how  to  perform  necessary  record  keeping;  however,  since 
they  have  sufficient  data  collection  in  place  and  other  required  procedures  and  forms 
are  available,  with  proper  instruction  they  could  start  required  record  keeping  and 
truancy  notices  in  the  coming  school  year. 


RECOMMENDATIONS 

la.  SFUSD  should  appoint  a  Supervisor  of  Attendance  to  supervise  and  coordinate 
attendance  enforcement. 

lb.  SFUSD  should  commence  all  required  truancy  accounting  and  record  keeping  at  the 
beginning  of  the  2003-2004  school  year.  It  should  change  its  present  accounting 
system  where  necessary  to  enable  the  Supervisor  of  Attendance  to  identify  promptly 
any  student  upon  the  first  and  subsequent  truancies. 

lc.  Personnel  responsible  for  attendance  accounting  at  each  District  school  should  be 
instructed  on  the  truancy  reporting  elements  required  by  the  state  and  the  Board  of 
Education  and  the  necessity  for  promptly  transmitting  truancy  data  to  the  Attendance 
Supervisor. 

Id.  Using  the  above  data,  SFUSD  should  create  computerized  data  base  of  student 
information  from  which  the  Supervisor  of  Attendance  can  determine  and  report  on: 
(1)  the  dates,  lengths  and  number  of  truancies;  (2)  dates,  length  and  number  of 
irregular  attendance  days  (tardiness  [lateness  and  class  cuts]  of  students  who  are  not 
truants);  (3)  total  instructional  days  and  partial  days  missed  due  to  truancy;  (4)  total 
instructional  days  and  partial  days  missed  due  to  all  excused  and  unexcused  causes; 
and  (5)  all  of  the  above  information  summarized  by  classes,  schools  and  grade  levels 
for  the  entire  district.15 

REQUIRED  RESPONSES 

Board  of  Education  -  60  days 


15  Software  to  do  this  and  more  is  immediately  and  inexpensively  available  from  Charron  Barney 
Educational  Advanced  Management  Services  of  San  Jose,  California. 


SFUSD  -  60  days 


2.    SFUSD  SHOULD  BEGIN  ENFORCING  ATTENDANCE  IN  COMPLIANCE 
WITH  STATE  LAW  AND  BOARD  OF  EDUCATION  POLICY 

FACT 

•  State  law  specifies  the  content,  manner  of  delivery,  and  time  at  which  truancy  notices 
are  to  given  the  student  and  to  the  student's  parent.1     District  schools  do  not  follow  a 
uniform  truancy  notice  procedure.  Required  content  is  often  missing.  Schools  often 
send  notices  reciting  ten  to  twenty  incidents  of  truancy  instead  of  sending  a  notice 
upon  the  student's  first  truancy.  Schools  rarely  obtain  acknowledgement  of  receipt  of 
truancy  letters.      School  districts  with  high  attendance  rates  send  prompt  notices 
addressing  truancies. 

•  SFUSD  is  entitled  to  State  reimbursement  in  the  amount  of  $12.90  for  every  first  and 
third  truancy  notice  it  sends.    These  notices  could  be  sent  to  more  than  1 7,000 
SFUSD  students  who  could  be  designated  as  habitual  truants.  The  District  annually 
collects  less  than  $10,000  of  more  than  $400,000  to  which  it  could  be  entitled. 

•  SFUSD  utilizes  Student  Success  Teams  (SSTs)  at  all  schools  and  School  Attendance 
Review  Teams  (SARTs)  at  middle  and  high  schools.  Both  conduct  parent  and 
student  conferences  to  address  truancy  and  related  matters  at  the  school  level  before 
district  intervention.  SSTs  and  SARTs  are  designed  to  include  the  teacher,  an 
administrator,  a  counselor,  a  police  officer  and  representatives  from  several 
disciplines  (such  as  social  workers,  probation  officers  and  mental  health 
professionals)  to  address  the  student's  truancy  problems.  Often,  the  specialized 
representatives  are  not  available.  The  SSTs  and  SARTs  reach  an  agreement  with  the 
student  and  parent  concerning  specific  measures  to  resolve  their  truancy  and  other 
problems.  SARTs,  which  handle  only  cases  involving  truancy,  reduce  the  caseload  of 
SSTs,  which  also  handle  other  matters. 
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Educ.  Code  sec.  48260.5  requires  the  first  truancy  notice  to  state:  "(a)  That  the  pupil  is  truant,  (b)  That 
the  parent  or  guardian  is  obligated  to  compel  the  attendance  of  the  pupil  at  school,  (c)  That  parents  or 
guardians  who  fail  to  meet  this  obligation  may  be  guilty  of  an  infraction  and  subject  to  prosecution... (d) 
That  alternative  educational  programs  are  available  in  the  district,  (e)  That  the  parent  or  guardian  has  the 
right  to  meet  with  appropriate  school  personnel  to  discuss  solutions  to  the  pupil's  truancy,  (f)  That  the  pupil 
may  be  subject  to  prosecution  under  Section  48264.  (g)  That  the  pupil  may  be  subject  to  suspension, 
restriction,  or  delay  of  the  pupil's  driving  privilege  pursuant  to  Section  13202.7  of  the  Vehicle  Code,  (h) 
That  is  recommended  that  the  parent  or  guardian  accompany  the  pupil  to  school  and  attend  classes  with  the 
pupil  for  one  day."  For  sample  notices,  see  SARB  handbook,  Ch.  6. 

'   Notices  sent  by  first  class  mail  without  acknowledgement  comply  with  state  law;  CDE  recommends  as 
the  best  practice,  and  many  districts,  SARBs  and  District  Attorneys  require,  at  least  an  acknowledgement  of 
the  first  (declaration  of  truancy),  third  (request  for  student-parent  conference)  and  fourth  (declaration  of 
habitual  truancy  and  District  intervention)  truancies  notices  by  return  signature,  postal  return  receipt  or  by 
school  personnel  telephone  confirmation. 


•  SSTs  and  SARTs  vary  widely  in  makeup,  procedure  and  results  in  different  schools. 
Although  many  parents  and  students  cooperate  without  truancy  enforcement  in  place, 
there  is  no  direct  consequence  for  those  who  refuse  to  attend  the  conferences.18 

•  In  other  school  districts,  SSTs  and  SARTs  meet  immediately  following  the  third 
truancy  as  recommended  by  the  California  Department  of  Education.  In  SFUSD, 

.  because  truancy  notices  are  not  sent  promptly  and  often  not  until  there  have  been  ten 
to  twenty  truancies,  these  conferences  are  not  held  until  a  student  has  been  absent 
without  excuse  many  times. 

•  The  State  reimburses  the  costs  of  SST  or  SART  conferences  following  the  third 
truancy.  The  District  has  not  applied  for  this  reimbursement,  which  could  amount  to 
several  hundred  thousand  dollars. 

•  The  Education  Code  authorizes  the  use  of  SARBs  for  non-punitive  truancy 
intervention.  SARBs  are  convened  by  school  districts  only  after  a  school-parent 
conference  has  been  held  (or  a  conscientious  effort  to  hold  one),  and  usually  after  a 
district-level  mediation  has  failed.  They  usually  consist  of  one  parent  and  seven  to 
nine  professionals,  who  are  provided  without  cost  by  city  and  county  departments. 
They  include  (but  are  not  limited  to)  school  counselors,  probation,  police,  welfare, 
health  and  child  welfare  and  attendance  personnel.  The  SARB  meets  with  the  parent 
and  student  to  determine  causes  of  truancy  and  related  problems,  and  then  contracts 
with  the  family  to  engage  in  one  or  more  of  a  range  of  public  and  private  community 
services.  A  SARB  representative  monitors  each  contract  for  compliance.19 

•  SFUSD  has  not  implemented  Board  of  Education  policy  to  use  SARBs  for  truancy 
law  enforcement.20  In  addition,  SARBs  can  be  an  effective  non-punitive  agency  for 
irregular  attendance  (frequent  but  not  truant  tardiness),  insubordination  or  disruptive 
behavior.      SARBs  have  authority  for  court  referral  if  necessary. 

•  In  districts  the  size  of  SFUSD,  at  least  four  SARBs  are  employed  to  handle  the 
caseload. 


18  Although  nearly  all  interviewed  also  expressed  the  need  for  truancy  law  enforcement,  many  principals 
and  administrators  believe  that  a  newly  implemented  District  truancy  prevention  policy  unfairly  judges 
them  by  attendance  and  test  scores  when  the  District  is  not  taking  reasonable  measures  to  help  bring 
students  into  the  classroom  and  to  help  assure  their  reasonable  behavior  and  cooperation. 
"Educ.  Code  sees.  48320,  48321,  48325;  SARB  Handbook  ;  CA  Dept.  of  Educ.  Report  (1/10/03)  p.l 
states,  "The  purpose  of  the  SARB  is  not  only  to  improve  academic  performance  but  to  reduce  the  dropout 
rate  and  divert  students  with  school  attendance  or  behavior  problems  from  the  juvenile  justice  system. 
SARBs  also  propose  and  promote  strategies  to  increase  the  holding  power  of  the  public  schools  and  to 
maximize  the  use  of  all  community  resources.  Although  the  goal  of  a  SARB  is  to  keep  students  in  school 
and  provide  them  with  a  meaningful  educational  experience,  SARBs  do  have  the  power,  when  necessary,  to 
refer  students  and  their  parents  or  guardians  to  the  local  district  attorney." 

20  SFUSD  Student  and  Parent  Handbook,  p. 19. 

21  Educ.  Code  sec.  48263. 

22  Educ.  Code  sees.  48263,  48291. 


10 


FINDINGS 

1 .  Because  truancy  notices  are  not  sent  promptly  and  in  the  required  form  to  parents, 
SFUSD  misses  an  opportunity  to  involve  parents  early  in  the  truancy  cycle  and  the 
ability  to  collect  state  funding. 

2.  SFUSD  could  make  timely  and  more  beneficial  use  of  truancy  SSTs  and  SARTs. 

3.  San  Francisco  students  would  benefit  from  SARB  programs  as  described  by  the  state 
Department  of  Education. 


RECOMMENDATIONS 

2a.  SFUSD  should  send  truancy  notices  having  the  content  specified  by  state  law  and 
should  send  them  promptly. 

2b.  SFUSD  should  seek  state  reimbursement  for  truancy  notices. 

2c.  SFUSD  should  require  either  the  Student  Success  or  School  Attendance  Review 
Team  to  schedule  a  truancy  conference  with  the  parent  and  student  immediately  upon 
the  third  truancy. 

2d.  SFUSD  should  seek  state  reimbursement  for  SSTs  and  SARTs. 

2e.  SFUSD  should  establish  a  School  Attendance  Review  Board  program  as  described  by 
the  state  SARB. 

REQUIRED  RESPONSES 

Board  of  Education  -  60  days 
SFUSD  -  60  days 


SFUSD  SHOULD  INSTITUTE  TRUANCY  MEDIATION  THOUGH  THE 
DISTRICT  ATTORNEYS  OFFICE  OR  THE  CHIEF  PROBATION 
OFFICER- 
FACTS 

In  many  California  counties,  if  other  school  efforts,  including  a  parent  conference, 
have  been  unsuccessful,  truancy  mediation  with  parent  and  student  participation 
under  the  aegis  of  the  county  District  Attorney  is  scheduled  in  conjunction  with  the 
designation  of  habitual  truancy  in  a  fourth  truancy  notice.  The  District  Attorney  then 
asks  the  parent  to  appear  with  the  student  at  a  mediation  session  with  25  to  30  other 
families.  There,  an  assistant  district  attorney  leads  a  panel  of  representatives  from 
counseling  and  drug  and  alcohol  programs  and  parent  referral  agencies,  police,  and  a 
health  clerk  or  nurse.  The  students  and  parents  learn  about  community  services 
available  to  meet  their  legal  obligations  and  the  legal  consequences  of  continued 
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truancy.  School  personnel  are  also  present  to  answer  questions,  meet  with  students 
and  parents  after  the  meeting  to  discuss  individual  student  issues,  and  agree  to  a 
monitored  action  plan  to  assure  regular  attendance.      A  non-punitive  mediation 
program  of  this  type  has  increased  attendance  in  Santa  Clara  County  school 
districts." 

-  SFUSD's  Interagency  Action  Committee  -  Coordination  of  Services  Team  (IAC) 
consists  of  seven  District  staff  and  representatives  from  the  Departments  of  Public 
Health,  Mental  Health  Services,  Human  Services,  Police,  Juvenile  Probation  and 
Children,  Youth  and  Their  Families.  The  IAC  meets  weekly  to  review  the  District's 
most  difficult  student  and  family  situations  which  often  include  truancy.  The  IAC 
plans  strategies  for  individual  cases  and  recommends  approaches  to  recurring 
problems.  This  year  the  IAC  unanimously  recommended  that  the  District  adopt  a 
truancy  mediation  program  similar  to  the  one  operated  in  Santa  Clara  County. 

A  truancy  mediation  program  offering  non-punitive  group  intervention  for  25  to  30 
families  eliminates  the  need  for  many  individual  case  hearings  before  School 
Attendance  Review  Boards. 

The  SFUSD  does  not  ask  the  San  Francisco  District  Attorney's  office  nor  the  Chief 
Probation  Officer  to  participate  in  a  non-punitive  truancy  mediation  program. 


FINDING 

A  non-punitive  truancy  mediation  program  under  the  direction  of  the  District 
Attorney's  office  would  encourage  school  attendance  and  eliminate  the  need  for 
many  SST  and  SART  hearings. 


RECOMMENDATION 

3.    SFUSD  should  work  with  the  District  Attorney's  office  or  the  Chief  Probation  Officer 
to  establish  a  non-punitive  truancy  mediation  program. 

REQUIRED  RESPONSES 

Board  of  Education  -  60  days 
SFUSD  -  60  days 
District  Attorney  -  60  days 
Chief  Probation  Officer  -  60  days 
Juvenile  Probation  Commission  -  60  days 


23  Educ.  Code  sec.  48263;  See  Santa  Clara  District  Attorney  Mediation  (2002). 

24  Santa  Clara  Truancy  Program  98/99  Evaluation 
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4.    SFUSD  SHOULD  REFER  TRUANTS  TO  THE  DISTRICT  ATTORNEY 
WHEN  NON-PUNITIVE  TRUANCY  PREVENTION  FAILS. 

FACTS 

•     Board  of  Education  policy  5  requiring  referral  of  intractable  truancy  cases  to  the 
District  Attorney  or  Probation  Officer  and  the  courts  is  not  being  implemented  in 
accordance  with  state  law. 

SFUSD  has  not  referred  truant  middle  and  high  school  students  and  their  parents  to 
the  District  Attorney's  office  for  juvenile  court  intervention  when  those  truants  refuse 
to  attend  school. 

The  Santa  Clara  County  District  Attorney  in  a  five-year  period  filed  53  charges 
against  parents  of  elementary-aged  children  resulting  in  fines  (half  of  which  were 
suspended  and  then  excused  following  good  attendance),  and  four  cases  were 
prosecuted  for  child  neglect.  The  Juvenile  Court  in  Santa  Clara  County  imposed  one 
or  more  of  the  statutorily  authorized  sanctions  more  than  300  times  in  each  of  the  last 
two  years  in  the  Eastside  Union  High  School  District,  in  which  attendance  increased 
to  almost  95%. 

The  authority  of  school  districts  through  the  Supervisor  of  Attendance  or  a  SARB  to 
refer  cases  to  districts  attorneys  for  court  prosecution  is  provided  in  the  Education 
Code.      When  a  referral  is  made,  a  district  attorney  must  prosecute  or  explain  in 
writing  the  reasons  for  a  failure  to  do  so.  To  the  knowledge  of  state  SARB  personnel, 
every  SARB  referral  to  a  district  attorney  has  been  prosecuted. 

SFUSD  has  dropped  students  from  enrollment  in  violation  of  truancy  and  expulsion 
laws  when  parents  refuse  to  bring  elementary  school  children  to  school,  instead  of 
attempting  to  compel  attendance  by  referral  to  the  District  Attorney  or  Probation 
Officer  for  court  intervention. 


FINDINGS 

Filing  charges  in  extreme  cases  by  the  District  Attorney  or  Probation  Officer  would 
put  parents  and  students  on  notice  that  they  cannot  violate  compulsory  education  laws 
without  consequences. 

The  prosecution  of  truancy  laws  would  add  little  to  the  District  Attorney's  workload, 
while  reducing  truancy. 


2. 


3.    Dropping  truant  students  from  enrollment,  instead  of  compelling  attendance,  denies 
the  student  the  benefit  of  the  education  to  which  he  or  she  is  entitled. 


25  SFUSD  Student  and  Parent  Handbook,  p.  19. 

26  Educ.  Code  sees.  48263,  48291. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

4a.  The  Board  of  Education  should  authorize  the  Supervisor  of  Attendance  or  SARBs, 
when  established,  to  initiate  superior  or  juvenile  court  referrals  to  the  District 
Attorney  or  Probation  Officer  when  non-punitive  interventions,  including  parent 
conference,  non-punitive  mediation,  and  SARB  intervention,  have  failed. 

4b.  SFUSD  should  not  remove  any  student  from  enrollment  before  determining  that  the 
student  does  not  reside  in  San  Francisco  or  that  the  student  is  receiving  instruction  as 
required  by  law. 

REQUIRED  RESPONSES 

Board  of  Education  -  60  days 
SFUSD  -  60  days 
District  Attorney  -  60  days 
Probation  Officer  -  60  days 


SCHOOL  RESOURCE  OFFICERS  ARE  IMPORTANT  TO  TRUANCY 
PREVENTION. 

FACTS 

There  are  26  full-time  and  six  part-time  City  police  officers  serving  as  School 
Resource  Officers  (SROs)  in  middle  and  high  schools.  The  SROs'  mission  is  to 
provide  a  safe  environment,  free  of  violence,  drugs  and  alcohol;  to  help  teachers,  staff 
and  youth  prevent  and  solve  problems;  and  to  foster  positive  relationships  between 
youth  and  the  police.  Some  students  have  their  first  positive  interactions  with  law 
enforcement  in  the  person  of  the  SRO.  For  all  middle  schools  to  participate  in  the 
SRO  program,  additional  police  officers  are  required. 

Principals,  attendance  officers  and  teachers  have  reported  that  the  SRO  program  has 
improved  attendance.  Programs  in  which  habitual  truants  are  placed  in  a  homeroom 
with  the  SRO  and  appropriate  staff  as  a  team  have  improved  attendance  of  the 
habitual  truants. 

State  education  law  authorizes  an  SRO  personally  to  deliver  a  written  warning  to  a 

no 

pupil  upon  the  first  truancy. 


FINDING 

The  School  Resource  Officer  program  has  proven  successful  in  truancy  prevention 
directly,  and  indirectly  by  improving  school  safety  and  student  cooperativeness. 
Such  programs  have  been  more  effective  with  increased  SRO  responsibility. 


!7  DA  referral  procedures  are  contained  in  the  SARB  Handbook. 
28  Educ.  Code  sec.  48264.5(a). 
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RECOMMENDATION 

5.    SFPD  and  SFUSD  should  increase,  not  curtail,  the  number  of  SROs  to  serve  all 

middle  schools.  SRO  responsibility  should  include  (1)  serving  as  part  of  a  homeroom 
team  for  habitual  truants,  and  (2)  having  SROs  deliver  the  first  written  warning  for 
the  truant  to  take  home  and  be  signed  by  a  parent  or  guardian. 

REQUIRED  RESPONSES 

Board  of  Education  -  60  days 

SFUSD  -  60  days 

San  Francisco  Police  Department  -  60  days 

Board  of  Supervisors  -  90  days 


6.    SFUSD  SHOULD  IMPROVE  ATTENDANCE  INCENTIVES  THAT  REDUCE 
TRUANCY. 

FACTS 

•  Attendance  incentives  have  been  demonstrated  to  be  more  cost-effective  than 
attendance  enforcement.  The  California  Department  of  Education  considers 
attendance  incentives  an  important  component  of  truancy  prevention. 

•  Schools  with  School  Resource  Officers  (SROs),  who  are  assigned  to  schools  in  the 
SFUSD  by  the  San  Francisco  Police  Department  and  participate  in  award  programs, 
have  encouraged  attendance,  particularly  when  awards  are  given  to  former  truants. 


FINDING 

Attendance  incentives  can  effectively  complement  attendance  enforcement. 


RECOMMENDATION 

6.    SFUSD  should  establish  attendance  award  programs  in  all  schools. 

REQUIRED  RESPONSES 

Board  of  Education  -  60  days 
SFUSD  -  60  days 
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The  Members  of  the  2002-2003  Civil  Grand  Jury 
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Arlene  K.  Singer 
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APPENDIX  2 


SFUSD's  Collection  of  Truancy-Related  Data 

The  2008-09  Civil  Grand  Jury  (jury)  investigated  the  San  Francisco  Unified  School 
District's  (SFUSD)  collection  of  data  related  to  its  efforts  to  reduce  truancy.  Certain 
data  was  not  properly  collected,  maintained  and  circulated.  This  included  data 
related  to  the  reasons  for  truancy,  the  interventions  being  used  and  the  outcomes  of 
those  interventions.  The  Jury  concludes  (1)  SFUSD  is  not  carefully  collecting  data 
related  to  truancy,  even  if  it  thinks  it  is  and  (2]  careful  collection  of  data  is  a 
prerequisite  for  SFUSD  becoming  serious  about  resolving  the  current  truancy  crisis 
in  San  Francisco.1 

SFUSD's  Response  to  the  Jury's  Inquiry 

The  Jury  approached  multiple  administrators  and  staff  and  inquired  about  the 
availability  of  detailed  data.  In  general,  SFUSD  had  little  difficulty  providing  data  of 
raw  numbers  on  truancy  for  the  Jury.  The  Jury  also  sought  basic  information 
regarding  the  causes  of  truancy  within  SFUSD  and  how  effective  SFUSD's 
interventions  have  been.  The  Jury  found  that  some  information  is  not  being 
collected,  that  any  claim  that  the  information  is  being  collected  is  flawed  and  that 
any  data,  if  it  were  collected,  is  not  being  shared  with  the  professionals  expected  to 
act  on  it. 

The  Jury  sought  information  regarding  the  school,  age,  grade,  ethnicity,  zip  code, 
number  of  days  truant  and  reason/cause  given  for  truancy.  The  Jury  also  sought 
information  regarding  each  intervention  including  the  date,  recommendations  and 
outcomes.  Because  the  Jury  specifically  sought  to  understand  the  effectiveness  of 
each  intervention  technique,  the  Jury  sought  data  on  outcomes  of  Student 
Assistance  Programs  (SAP],  Student  Success  Teams  (SST),  Student  Attendance 
Review  Teams  (SART),  truancy  letters  and  conferences,  Student  Attendance  Review 
Boards  (SARB)  and  referrals  to  the  District  Attorney.  Without  this  information, 
evaluation  and  validation  of  SFUSD's  truancy  approach  would  appear  to  be 
impossible. 

SFUSD's  response  at  first  was  to  acknowledge  it  did  not  have  the  data  requested. 
Then,  some  administrators  told  us  they  had  some  of  the  data  but  could  not  share  it 
because  to  do  so  would  reveal  legally  protected  confidential  information  regarding 
individual  students.  Inasmuch  as  the  Jury  was  requesting  aggregate  data,  not 
information  on  specific  students,  this  was  not  a  reasonable  response. 

In  any  event,  it  became  clear  that  even  if  some  of  the  statistics  did  exist,  key 
personnel  did  not  review  such  data  as  a  matter  of  course.  For  example,  when  the 
Jury  asked  for  data  related  to  School  Attendance  Review  Board  (SARB)  hearings,  the 


In  addition  to  the  data  collection  related  to  intervention,  the  Jury 
noted  serious  concerns  regarding  the  integrity  of  the  data  in  the  now-two-year-old 
Truancy  Module.  Specifically,  data  from  the  Truancy  Module  was  not  subject  to 
proper  monitoring  and  validity  checks.  The  Jury  concluded  it  is  reasonable  to 
question  whether  recent  reports  of  a  decrease  in  elementary  school  truancy  are 
based  upon  trustworthy  data. 


number  of  SARB  referrals  from  school  sites  had  to  be  tallied  by  a  secretary.  Further, 
SFUSD  was  unable  until  much  later  to  provide  on  the  number  of  SARB  hearings. 
SFUSD  still  has  not  released  information  regarding  the  outcomes  of  SARB  hearings. 
Key  personnel  thought  it  would  be  a  good  idea  to  begin  tracking  the  results  of 
interventions. 

The  Jury's  Further  Investigation 

The  jury  eventually  concluded  it  must  survey  the  staff  that  works  directly  with 
students.  The  Jury  hoped  to  learn  about  the  staffs  first-hand  experiences  in  SFUSD's 
efforts  to  track  and  reduce  truancy. 

One  survey  was  sent  in  March  to  support  staff  (38  student  advisors,  68  learning 
support  professionals,  6  Child  Welfare  and  Attendance  Liaisons  and  14  Outreach 
Consultants).  In  May,  the  120  head  counselors  and  counselors  returned  the  same 
survey.2  The  results  of  the  surveys  reveal  troubling  limitations  to  any  data  that 
ultimately  might  be  presented  by  SFUSD.  Specifically,  much  of  the  staff  does  not 
keep  accurate  records  of  interventions. 

For  example,  one  question  on  the  survey  asked  "Are  you  required  to  keep 
documentation  through  a  spread  sheet  or  other  data-collecting  means  the  number 
of  students  and  the  types  of  activities  you  are  doing  in  regard  to  their  attendance 
issues  for  the  following  programs?"  In  response,  a  large  number  of  the  support  staff 
and  counselors  responded,  "No."  The  chart  below  provides  the  percentage  of  staff 
that  responded  "No"  to  the  question: 


Program 

Support  Staff 

Counselors 

SAP 

30% 

32% 

SST 

23% 

33% 

SART 

33% 

42% 

Letters 

18% 

21% 

Conferences 

17% 

31% 

SARB 

20% 

26% 

Only  nine  counselors  of  those  answering  the  survey  were  able  to  give  exact 
numbers  of  their  students  with  truancy  problems.  The  remaining  counselors 
provided  numbers  that  appeared  to  be  estimates,  e.g.  100,  50,  etc.  How  could  data 
that  SFUSD  might  produce,  as  a  response  to  the  Jury's  Report,  be  believed  if  such  a 
significant  number  of  staff  are  not  required  to  keep  documentation,  e.g. 
demographics  on  their  students,  interventions  and  the  outcomes? 

There  was  further  evidence  of  poor  data  collection  in  reviewing  the  response  to 
survey  questions  on  interventions  and  outcomes.  Counselors  used  such  words  as 


2  The  survey  was  not  scientific.  Even  as  an  informal  poll,  the  results  are 

useful.  A  full  forty  percent  returned  the  March  survey  and  thirty-nine  percent 
returned  the  May  survey.  The  information  provided  by  those  who  responded  is 
invaluable  to  understand  how  SFUSD's  interventions  are  actually  conducted. 


"unaware,"  "approximately,"  "don't  know,"  "a  lot,"  and  "few  to  none"  when 
presenting  evidence  regarding  the  interventions  they  conducted  and  the  results. 

Several  other  statistics  were  revealed  in  the  survey: 


Question  Topic 

Support  Staff 

Counselors 

Time  devoted  to  attendance  issues  of  their  students 

Less  than  25% 

51% 

19% 

Between  25%-50% 

20% 

51% 

Effectiveness  of  their  school  site's  truancy  system 

Yes 

60% 

28% 

No 

40% 

72% 

No  notification  of  their  students'  absences 

33% 

28% 

The  jury's  Conclusions 

It  is  not  clear  why  this  information  is  not  available.  It  may  be  that  SFUSD  has  no 
system  to  collect  it.  As  noted  above,  SFUSD  may  assert  it  keeps  statistics  regarding 
interventions;  if  so,  it  will  have  to  explain  why  such  a  significant  number  of  staff  are 
not  reporting  their  own  interventions.  Clearly,  SFUSD  has  no  understanding  of  its 
importance. 

In  any  event,  the  survey  provides  an  indication  of  poor  staff  supervision  and  a 
failure  to  hold  staff  accountable.  Further,  it  is  reasonable  to  question  whether  the 
effectiveness  of  efforts  to  address  truancy  (including  whether  the  recent  decrease  in 
elementary  school  truancy,  if  it  happened)  is  the  result  of  effective  staff  activities 
(e.g.  truancy  letters  or  conferences),  the  threat  of  a  referral  to  the  District  Attorney, 
targeted  interventions,  or  some  other  reason(s). 

SFUSD  should  address  truancy  in  the  Strategic  Plan.  The  cover  page  of  "Beyond  the 
Talk..."  states  "The  Strategic  Plan  is  a  dynamic  document  that  will  be  revisited, 
updated  and  revised  periodically."  Truancy  as  a  major  problem  in  San  Francisco 
and  it  is  appropriate  to  add  truancy-reduction  goals  and  objectives  to  the  Board  of 
Education  Scorecard  and  to  the  milestones  for  the  Board  of  Education,  Central  Office 
and  each  school  site. 


SFUSD  also  should  publicly  recognize  the  role  support  services  and  counseling  staff 
have  in  reaching  its  goals  of  access  and  equity,  student  achievement  and 
accountability.  The  Jury  hopes  that  the  rumors  it  has  heard  (but  not  shared  by 
administrators  during  interviews  or  e-mails)  about  the  reorganization  of  pupil 
services  and  the  development  of  a  new  data  system  will  result  in  revisions  that 
identify  student  support  services  staff  as  essential  team  members. 

In  sum,  the  Jury  strongly  encourages  SFUSD  and  the  Board  of  Education  to  devise  a 
plan  for  keeping  better  statistics  regarding  truancy.  Such  statistics  are  a 
prerequisite  to  understanding  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  truancy  problem  and  the 
effectiveness  of  planned  solutions. 


PENSIONS 

BEYOND 
OUR  ABILITY  TO  PAY 


In  reference  to  the  pension  scandal  in  San  Diego  in  recent  years,  the 
Pulitzer  Prize  winning  author  Roger  Lowenstein  wrote: 

"The  unions  push  for  benefits  that  are  beyond  the  ability  of 
governments  to  properly  fund.  The  unions  get  their  promises; 
the  politicians  get  to  satisfy  a  powerful  constituency.  And  by 
shortchanging  their  pension  funds,  they  can  run  their  budgets 
on  borrowed  time  and  put  off  the  necessity  to  tax  until  later 
generations."  ' 

The  time  to  payback  the  pension  commitments  made  over  the  past 
20  years  is  today,  and  the  City  of  San  Francisco  may  be  unprepared 
to  meet  its  obligations,  without  severe  cuts  in  essential  services  to  the 
residents    of    the    City    and    the    business    interests    who    emolov 
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1.       Executive  Summary 

Over  the  past  8  months  the  San  Francisco  Civil  Grand  Jury  (the  Jury) 
investigated  the  San  Francisco  Employees'  Retirement  System  (SFERS),  which  is 
responsible  for  the  administration  of  the  City's  defined  benefit  plans.  In 
particular,  the  Jury  investigated  the  significant  increases  in  the  cost  of  pensions 
and  health  benefits  over  the  past  10  years. 

1.1.    The  Pension  Crisis 

The  Controller  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  (CCSF)  estimated  that 
the  $15.8  billion  investment  portfolio  (as  of  June  30,  2008)  has  declined  in  value 
by  approximately  20%  for  the  quarter  ended  March  31 ,  2009.  The  full  decline  in 
the  investment  portfolio  will  not  be  disclosed  until  the  fiscal  year-end  audit  report 
is  issued  in  September,  2009. 

As  recently  as  January  of  2009,  the  City's  Controller,  in  a  presentation  to  the 
Jury,  indicated  that  increasing  pension  costs  were  not  an  issue  with  respect  to 
the  City's  financial  problems.  The  Mayor,  Board  of  Supervisors,  contract 
negotiators  and  the  unions  have  ignored  and  not  addressed  the  alarming 
increases  in  pension  costs  over  the  past  5  years.  For  the  fiscal  year  2005-2006, 
the  City's  contribution  to  the  pension  fund  was  approximately  $1 75  million.  By 
fiscal  year  201 1-2012  the  Controller  estimates  that  San  Francisco's  pension 
contribution  will  be  approximately  $544  million.4The  estimated  200%  increase  in 
just  6  years  is  compounded  by  the  fact  that  40%  of  the  active  employees  are 
currently  eligible  for  retirement  and  another  15%  will  be  eligible  in  the  next  5 
years.  A  dramatic  increase  in  the  retirement  rate  for  some  unforeseen 
circumstance  will  present  an  incredible  risk  to  the  City  in  terms  of  funding  and 
cash  flow.  In  the  past  month,  the  Controller  stated  to  the  Jury  that  the  rising 
pension  cost  is  a  serious  concern  to  the  financial  health  of  the  City. 

The  escalation  of  pension  costs  can  be  attributed  to  many  factors  not  the  least 
of  which  being  the  relationship  of  public  officials  and  unions  who  have 
negotiated  extraordinary  pension  and  retirement  benefits  today,  without 
consideration  of  the  unfair  financial  burden  placed  on  future  generations. 

Unfortunately,  the  San  Francisco  electorate  is  as  guilty  as  the  politicians  for 
approving  measures  that  push  out  obligations  to  pay  retirement  and  health 
benefits  into  future  years.  This  willingness  to  accept  indebtedness  into  the  future 
is  problematic.  Over  the  past  17  years,  the  electorate  has  voted  on  propositions 
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to  increase  pension  and  health  benefits  for  Fire,  Police  and  Miscellaneous 
workers  in  excess  of  $1 .5  billion,  an  outstanding  balance  as  of  July  1 ,  2008.3 

Significant  time6  has  been  spent  by  law  enforcement  organizations,  examining 
practices  that  can  be  used  to  dramatically  increase  the  employee's  final 
pension  benefits,  many  of  which  have  been  determined  to  be  abuses. 
Ultimately  the  public  will  bear  the  cost  of  these  increasing  pension  benefits,  via 
increases  in  taxes  and  loss  of  vital  services. 

One  such  practice,  in  which  an  individual  accrues  large  numbers  of  hours  of 
overtime,  has  been  the  topic  of  numerous  investigations.  In  November,  1975, 
the  voters  of  San  Francisco  passed  Proposition  "L"  that  mandated  that  overtime 
pay  be  excluded  from  the  computation  of  pension  benefits.  However,  there  are 
other  methods  used  to  artificially  inflate  retirement  benefits,  thirty  of  which  are 
described  in  People's  Advocate  Research  Report,  "30  Ways  to  Spike  your 
Pension."  Spiking  is  the  common  term  used  for  these  abusive  practices, 
although  during  the  investigation,  a  member  of  the  San  Francisco's  Police 
Department  referred  to  one  practice  as  "Chief's  Disease".  Pension  spiking 
occurs  when  employees  artificially  inflate  their  final  compensation  just  before 
retiring,  in  order  to  increase  their  pension. 

The  Jury  found  a  significant  number  of  individuals  whose  retirement  pay 
increased  dramatically  as  a  result  of  an  unusual  (see  Appendix  A,  4.1 .1 )  salary 
increase  during  the  last  year(s)  of  service. 

A  Lieutenant  was  temporarily  assigned  to  a  rank  of  Battalion  Chief  in  his  last  year 
of  service.  As  a  result,  the  Lieutenant  contributed  $1,915  into  the  pension  fund 
during  the  final  year  of  employment,  which  raised  his  pension  amount  by 
$25,500  per  year  for  every  year  of  his  retirement.  The  present  value  of  the 
incremental  pension  cost  of  $25,500  over  his  life  expectancy  was  estimated  to 
be  $296,000.9 

A  police  officer  retired  after  25  of  service  years  with  annual  salary  of  $88,000, 
was  able  to  retire  at  a  pension  of  $1 10,000/year.  This  pension  benefit  is  121% 
higher  than  it  would  have  been  if  he  retired  without  a  change  in  rank.  ,0 

A  Battalion  Chief  (Rank  H-40)  was  deemed  to  have  completed  365  consecutive 
days  in  a  higher  rank  of  Assistant  Chief  (Rank  H-50)  and  paid  a  retirement 
benefit  at  the  rank  of  Assistant  Chief.1'  After  reviewing  the  Work  History  records, 
the  Jury  found  that  he  did  not  perform  at  the  Assistant  Chief  position  for  the 
required  365  days.  However,  the  resulting  spike  in  his  retirement  benefit  created 
an  obligation  to  fund  his  pension  by  approximately  $503,000  which  will  be  paid 
over  his  life  expectancy. 
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The  analysis7  of  data  provided  by  SFERS  indicates  that  this  practice  (spiking)19 
may  be  institutionalized  and  ongoing,  within  San  Francisco's  Safety  personnel. 
Approximately  25%  of  safety  personnel  that  retired  in  the  last  10  years  received 
an  increase  of  10%  or  greater  in  their  last  year  prior  to  retirement  (Figure  7).  For 
just  the  10  year  period  of  1998  -  2008,  the  Jury  estimates  that  spiking  will  cost 
active  members  of  SFERS  and  the  City  at  least  $  1 32  million. 8  ' 

The  growth  in  retirees'  pension  benefits  continues  to  escalate  each  year  as  a 
result  of  retroactive  salary  increases  and  COLA  adjustments.  (Figures  8  and  9) 
The  Jury  found  that  55%  of  Firefighters  and  60%  of  the  Police  who  retired  since 
1998,  currently  receive  a  pension  check  that  exceeds  their  highest  annual 
compensation  paid  to  them  at  the  time  of  their  retirement.  Based  on  the  City's 
May,  2009  payroll'2  nearly  20%  of  retired  Safety  officers  are  earning  a  pension  of 
over  $100,000. 

Supporters  of  government  pension  benefit  increases  routinely  argue  that  public 
employees  are  underpaid  compared  to  private-sector  counterparts,  so 
retirement  benefits  must  be  sweetened 

to  compensate.  However,  recent  surveys  used  by  the  City's  Department  of 
Human  Resources  to  benchmark  compensation  disclose  that  in  nearly  all  job 
classifications  the  City  pays  more  in  wages  and  salaries  than  the  other 
governmental  agencies  and  more  than  most  private-sector  employers. 

The  staggering  pension  and  post  employment  health  benefit  costs  for  Police 
and  Firefighter  retirees  are  like  having  a  secondary  Police  and  Fire  department  - 
one  active  member  and  one  retired  member.  Approximately  half  of  the  City's 
yearly  pension  payroll  is  paid  to  individuals  who  retired  in  the  last  10  years.  When 
retiring  employees  play  the  'spiking  game',  they  rob  the  SFERS  members' 
pension  fund  of  the  expected  lifetime  investment  income  on  their  contributions. 
Spiking  is  "something-for-nothing"  abuse  of  the  system. 

Since  the  analysis  was  limited  to  Safety  personnel,  the  Jury's  findings  cannot  be 
generalized  across  all  participants  within  the  SFERS  system,  or  any  other 
individuals  participating  in  any  other  City  pension  system. 


1.2.    The  Retirement  Health  Benefits  Crisis 

Mercer  Consulting  (an  actuarial  firm  hired  by  the  City)  reported  that  if  the  City 
continued  to  have  an  unfunded  plan,  the  projected  liability  would  be 
approximately  $4  billion13.    In  the  actuary's  report,  the  pension  obligation  for  the 
COLA  adjustments  that  were  approved  by  the  voters  in  the  passage  of 
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Proposition  B  in  June  2008,  resulted  in  approximately  $750  million  future  pension 
obligation.3 

1.3.    DROP  Program 

The  DROP  (Deferred  Retirement  Option  Program)  enacted  in  February  2008, 
addressed  the  need  to  retain  experienced  officers  when  recruiting  new  officers 
is  problematic.  Currently  there  are  55  individuals  enrolled  in  the  program.  If  all 
55  officers  leave  DROP  after  the  maximum  3  year  period,  SFERS  will  pay  a  lump 
sum  of  over  $1 7  million,  or  an  average  of  $300,000  dollars  per  person.  DROP  was 
enacted  without  a  determination  of  cost  to  the  City,  cost  of  administering  the 
program  as  well  as  systems  necessary  run  calculations  and  accounting'7' ,8. 


1.4.    Data  Inconsistencies 

In  the  course  of  the  investigation  the  Jury  found  inconsistencies  with  the  data 
provided  to  us  by  various  sources.  These  inconsistencies  in  the  Jury's  opinion 
could  potentially  result  in  an  error  in  the  calculation  of  pension  benefits. 

2.  Pension  Costs 

The  City  provides  a  Defined-Benefit  (DB)  Pension  Plan,  it  is  administered  by  SFERS 
and  guarantees  all  employees  participating  in  the  plan  a  pre-set  monthly 
benefit  payment  upon  retirement.  The  amount  of  the  benefit  is  calculated  by 
multiplying  a  fixed  percentage  rate  by  the  number  of  years  the  employee 
worked  for  the  city  and  applying  that  figure  as  a  percentage  of  the  employee's 
highest  compensation  or  some  blended  rate  of  the  employee's  highest  earnings 
over  a  1 2  month  period. 

Safety  employees  receive  a  maximum  retirement  benefit  of  90%  of  their  highest 
compensation  ("a  3%  at  55  plan").  For  example,  a  firefighter  who  began 
employment  at  age  25  and  retired  with  30  years  of  service  credit  and  his  final 
annual  compensation  was  $100,000,  his  retirement  benefit  is  $90,000  (30  years  * 
3%  *$1 00,000)  or  a  monthly  benefit  of  $7,500. 

Under  a  DB  Plan,  the  City  bears  the  risk  of  loss  if  investment  returns  are  lower  than 
expected,  if  SFERS  is  underfunded,  if  new  benefit  increases  are  added  to  the 
obligations  without  funds  to  support  them,  or  if  other  actuarial  assumptions  are 
overly  optimistic. 
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In  contrast  to  a  DB  Plan  is  the  Detined  Contribution  (DC)  Plan,  which  is  similar  to 
an  IRA  or  401 K  Plan.  The  Defined  Contribution  Plan  does  not  offer  employees 
any  guaranteed  level  of  benefits.  The  level  of  benefits  the  employee  receives 
upon  retirement  depends  on  the  performance  of  his/her  investment  portfolio,  as 
well  as  the  level  of  contributions.  The  significant  difference  between  the  Defined 
Benefit  Plan  and  the  Defined  Contribution  Plan  is  that  under  the  DC  Plan  the 
employee  bears  the  risk  of  his/her  investment  not  the  City. 

The  ever  increasing  pension  cost  for  the  52,1 64  active  and  retired  members  of 
SFERS  is  contributing  to  the  City's  fiscal  crisis.  San  Francisco's  present 
contribution  rate  to  the  pension  fund  is  4.99%  of  payroll.  This  contribution  rate  will 
increase  to  9.49%  in  fiscal  year  2009-10  and  under  unusual  economic  conditions 
may  climb  to  14.79%  in  fiscal  201 1-12.3    The  employee's  rate  can  remain 
constant  at  7.5%.3  This  year  the  City  will  contribute  approximately  $1 78  million  to 
the  pension  fund.  In  the  next  fiscal  year  the  City  will  contribute  $338  million,  an 
increase  of  90%.  In  just  3  years,  the  City's  contribution  is  projected  to  be 
approximately  $520  million;  an  increase  of  293%. 4  The  Controllers  projection  is 
based  in  part  on  the  recent  actuary's  report  which  illustrates  how  the  City's 
contribution  rate  will  be  impacted  in  a  volatile  and  recessionary  economic 
environment3. 

The  Controller  estimated  that  the  $1 5.8  billion  investment  fund  (as  of  June  30, 
2008)  has  declined  in  value  by  approximately  20%  as  of  March  31 ,  2009.  The  full 
decline  in  the  investment  portfolio  will  not  be  disclosed  until  the  fiscal  yearend 
audit  report  is  issued  in  September,  2009.  The  investment  return  combined  with 
the  employees'  and  the  employer's  contribution  rates  are  major  factors  in  the 
determination  of  how  the  pension  liability  is  paid.  In  January,  2009,  the  SFERS 
Board  recommended  to  the  City  the  new  employer  contribution  rate.  For  fiscal 
year  2009-10,  the  City's  contribution  rate  increased  from  4.99%  to  9.49%.5  The 
Retirement  Board  approved  the  rate  without  discussion  and  presented  it  to  the 
City  for  adoption.  The  City  is  mandated  by  charter  amendment  to  accept  this 
new  rate. 

The  Jury  analyzed  the  impact  of  Proposition  B  passed  by  voters  in  June  of  2008 
which  increased  the  years  of  service  required  to  qualify  for  employer-funded 
retiree  health  benefits  as  well  as  increased  retirement  benefits,  COLA  (cost  of 
living  allowance)  new  City  employees,  certain  employees  of  the  School  District, 
the  Superior  Court  and  the  Community  College  District  and  miscellaneous 
employees  to  qualify  for  employer-funded  retiree  health  benefits. 

In  the  voter's  pamphlet,  the  City  Controller  Edward  Harrington  indicated  that 
the  annual  cost  to  the  City  will  be  approximately  $84  million  for  the  next  20 
years,  dropping  to  an  ongoing  annual  cost  of  approximately  $27  million.  In  order 
to  partially  pay  for  this  increased  retirement  benefit,  Proposition  B  froze  wages 
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for  some  employees  during  the  2009-2010  fiscal  years.  According  fo  the 
Controller,  the  wage  freeze  would  save  the  City  approximately  $35  million 
annually. 

The  cost  to  the  City  for  the  union's  concession  on  a  pay  increase  was  a  net  cost 
to  the  retirement  system  of  $49  million  for  the  next  20  years. 

The  full  impact  of  Proposition  B  has  yet  to  be  estimated,  and  the  City  has  only 
allocated  $500,000  to  this  trust.  Government  Accounting  Standards  Board 
(GASB  45)20  does  not  require  the  City  to  actually  fund  the  liability;  rather  it 
requires  that  the  City  start  to  record  and  report  a  portion  of  the  liability  each 
year. 

The  Superior  Court  and  the  Community  College  District  have  elected  to  self- 
administer  their  health  plan  obligations  and  not  participate  in  the  new  trust 
established  by  the  City. 

The  passage  of  Prop  B  was  a  small  measure  to  curb  the  mounting  unfunded 
health  benefit  liability  that  already  exists  for  approximately  50,704  active 
employees  and  retirees.  The  City  funds  the  current  year  portion  due  only,  and 
not  the  accrued  liability  or  total  costs  related  to  post  employment  health 
benefits.  This  type  of  funding  is  commonly  referred  to  as  "Pay  as  You  Go" 
method.  San  Francisco  engaged  the  Mercer  Consulting  Group  to  estimate  the 
actuarial  valuation  of  this  liability.  Mercer  reported  that  if  the  City  continued  to 
have  an  unfunded  plan,  the  projected  liability  would  be  approximately  $4 
billion.'3  In  the  actuary's  report,  the  pension  obligation  for  the  COLA  adjustments 
that  were  approved  by  the  voters  in  the  passage  of  Proposition  B  in  June  2008, 
resulted  in  a  $750  million  future  pension  cost.3    The  Figure  10  shows  the  historical 
and  projected  contribution  rates  for  both  the  City  and  employees.  The 
employee  contributions  tend  to  remain  static  at  approximately  7.5%  while  the 
Employer's  contributions  resemble  a  "Hockey  Stick"  with  a  projected  increase  to 
14.8%  in  2012. 


The  legacy  of  pension  spiking  in  the  Police  and  Fire  Departments  combined  with 
the  extraordinary  future  obligations  to  fund  health  care  benefits  should  cause 
serious  concerns  by  public  officials.  However,  these  concerns  are  perhaps 
confounded  by  the  fact  that  everyone  involved  in  pension  negotiations  as  well 
implementing  and  monitoring  the  systems,  is  a  member  of  the  pension  system. 
There  is  an  apparent  conflict  of  interest  in  nearly  any  effort  on  the  part  of  public 
employees  to  reform  pension  practices. 
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2.1.     Findings 

2.1.1.  The  Jury  has  not  found  evidence  that  SFERS  management  has  provided 

the  oversight  necessary  to  identify  anomalies  in  pension  payouts  and  to 
report  the  occurrences  of  pension  spiking  to  the  Retirement  Board,  the 
Mayor  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 

2.1 .2.  There  are  a  number  of  cases  of  retiring  employees  placed  into  "Acting 

Assignments"  or  "Like  Work  Like  Pay"  for  various  period  of  time  during  the 
employees  final  year  before  retirement  a  period  of  365  (or  less) 
consecutive  days  for  the  purpose  of  increasing  their  final  year's  salary, 
which  resulted  in  a  significant  increase  to  their  pension  benefit. 

2. 1 .3.  Police  officers,  who  retired  in  1 998,  are  on  average  receiving  1 50%  of  their 

original  retirement  pension  amount. 

2. 1 .4.  Firefighters,  who  retired  in  1 998,  are  on  average  receiving  1 53%  of  their 

original  retirement  pension  amount. 

2. 1 .5.  There  is  a  116%  increase  in  the  benefits  compensation  for  the  average 

Firefighter  retired  in  the  past  10  years.  (See  Figure  6) 

2. 1 .6.  There  is  a  117%  increase  in  the  benefits  compensation  for  the  average 

Police  Officer  retired  in  the  past  10  years  (See  Figure  5) 

2. 1 .7.  Of  the  707  Firefighters  who  retired  in  the  last  1 0  years,  1 1 5  are  being  paid  a 

pension  of  over  $  1 00,000  (See  Figure  2.) . 

2.1 .8.  Of  the  638  Police  officers  retired  in  the  last  10  years,  39  are  being  paid  a 
pension  of  over  $  1 00,000  (See  Figure  1 .) . 

2. 1 .9.  On  average  of  individuals  retiring  since  1 998,  26%  of  Firefighters  and  22% 

of  Police  officers  received  an  increase  of  over  10%  that  is  attributable  to 
some  type  of  premium  service  pay,  such  as  LWLP,  temporary 
assignments,  etc.   (See  Figure  7.) 

2.1.10.  As  of  the  July  1  Cheiron  Actuarial  Evaluation  there  are  2, 1 42  retired  police 
officers,  and  1 ,977  retired  Firefighters.  Their  Data  provided  to  us  by  SFERS 
shows  that  707  Firefighters  and  638  Police  officers  who  retired  during  the 
years  of  1998  to  2008.  Of  the  total  number  approximately  23%  all  police 
officers  and  46%  of  all  Firefighters  during  this  time  frame  did  so,  on 
disability. 

2.1 .1 1 .  We  found  several  cases  of  Tier  1  (Old  Plan)2,retiring  employees,  who  did 
not  complete  the  required  365  consecutive  day  of  service  to  be  eligible 
for  an  increased  retirement  benefit.  To  date  there  has  not  been  an 
adequate  explanation  of  whether  certain  work  schedules  by  these 
individuals  were  included  in  the  Final  Compensation  used  by  SFERS  to 
compute  the  employee's  pension  benefit. 


2.2.    Recommendations 


PENSIONS,  BEYOND  OUR  ABILITY  TO  PAY,    A  REPORT  BY  THE  2008-2009  SAN  FRANCISCO  CrVIL  GRAND  JURY      Page  9 


2.2.1 .  A  task  force  should  be  established  to  evaluate  a  change  to  a  defined- 

contribution  (DC)  plan  for  all  new  employees  of  the  City  and  County  of 
San  Francisco.  By  adopting  a  DC  plan,  the  Mayor,  BOS  and  SFERS  can  do 
more  to  restore  credibility  to  the  public  pension  plans  than  any  other 
action  they  can  take. 

2.2.2.  Pension  Spiking  should  be  prohibited  altogether  as  an  unfair  and  costly 

practice  that  benefits  no  one,  except  for  the  retiring  employee. 

2.2.3.  "An  independent  investigation  of  pension  fund  spiking  should  be  initiated. 

2.2.4.  The  Controller  should  undertake  an  audit  of  SFERS  to  include  the  reporting 

of  work  history  and  payroll  data  for  the  police  and  fire  departments.  In 
addition,  the  Controller  should  examine  SFERS  policies  and  practices 
regarding  the  determination  of  Final  Compensation  and  the 
computation  of  pension  benefits. 

2.2.5.  The  Controller,  Treasurer,  and  Executive  Director  of  SFERS  propose  a  long 

term  solution  to  the  OPEB  $4  billion  unfunded  liability  that  will  ensure  a 
prefunding  alternative  that  will  begin  in  the  near  term. 
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2.2.6. 


POLICE  OFFICERS  WITH  PENSIONS  OVER  $100,000  IN  LAST  10  YEARS  (39) 

RANK  LABEL 

RANK 

INITIAL 
PENSION  AT 

TIME  OF 
RETIREMENT 

CURRENT 
PENSION 
BENEFIT 

NUMBER 

OF 

INDIVIDUAL 

S  AT  RANK 

CURRENT 

AVERAGE 

BENEFIT 

PERCENT 

INCREASE 

FORM 

ORIGINAL  TO 

CURRENT 

0109 

$94,856.40 

$112,762.92 

1 

$112,762.92 

119% 

0111 

$104,544.00 

$117,330.72 

1 

$117,330.72 

112% 

0390 

$348,660.84 

$408,083.28 

2 

$204,041.64 

117% 

0395 

$97,158.00 

$111,481.44 

1 

$111,481.44 

115% 

0402 

$975,027.24 

$1,189,082  88 

8 

$148,635.36 

122% 

0488 

$114,737.52 

$133,266.12 

1 

$133,266.12 

116% 

0490 

$486,566.28 

$555,251.52 

4 

$138,812.88 

114% 

1237 

$93,106.80 

$103,252.20 

1 

$103,252.20 

111% 

1842 

$290,120.16 

$342,531.12 

3 

$114,177.04 

1 1 8",; 

381 

$98,076.60 

$100,038.12 

1 

$100,038.12 

102% 

5177 

$92,987.52 

$100,510.20 

1 

$100,510.20 

108% 

8167 

$118,654.68 

$143,679.72 

1 

$143,679.72 

121% 

PTF 

$96,732.60 

$115,393.56 

1 

$115,393.56 

119% 

PTF15 

$105,714.60 

$132,563.76 

1 

$132,563.76 

125% 

Q20 

$88,729.32 

$105,351.84 

1 

$105,351.84 

119% 

CAPTAIN 

Q80 

$126,006.60 

$147,726.96 

1 

$147,726.96 

117% 

CAPTAIN 

Q82 

$641,104.20 

$856,514.40 

8 

$107,064.30 

134% 

Q90 

$181,683.72 

$234,351.96 

2 

$117,175.98                  129% 

FIGURE!.  For  the  period  1998  to  2008  only.     Prepared  by  the  SFCGJ. 


FIREFIGHTERS  WITH  PENSIONS  OVER  $100,000  IN  THEslAST  10  YEARS  (115) 

CLASSIFICATION 

RANK 

INITIAL 
PENSION  AT 

TIME  OF 
RETIREMENT 

CURRENT 
PENSION 
BENEFIT 

NUMBER  OF 
INDIVIDUAL 
S  AT  RANK 

CURRENT 

AVERAGE 

BENEFIT 

(current 

pension/ 

Number  of 

Individuals 

) 

PERCENT 
INCREASE 

FORM 
ORIGINAL 

TO 
CURRENT 

0140 

$251,664.12 

$337,808.40 

2 

$168,904.2 
0 

134% 

0150 

$775,489.68 

$971,600.64 

6 

$161,933.4 
4 

125% 

0742 

$128,895.60 

$143,425.68 

1 

$143,425.6 
8 

111% 

1237 

$85,680.00 

$108,155.28 

1 

$108,155.2 
8 

126% 

51F 

$430,875.48 

$536,590.56 

5 

$107,318.1 
1 

125% 

761 

$122,459.04 

$132,366.00 

1 

$132,366.0 
0 

108% 

Lieutenant,  BFP 

H22 

$432,439.20 

$509,366.52 

5 

$101,873.3 
0 

118% 

Lieutenant,  BFI 

H  24 

$187,026.48 

$226,550.64 

2 

$113,275.3 
2 

121% 

Captain 

H30 

$4,721,549.76 

$5,434,646.88 

47 

$115,630.7 

115% 
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Captain,  Training 


H39 


$480,886.80 


$580,130.16 


$116,026.0 
3 


121% 


Battalion  Chief 


H40 


$3,495,865.80 


$4,250,503.20 


34 


5125,014.8 
0 


122% 


Asst,  Chief 


H50 


$162,934.08 


$238,596.72 


19,298.3 
6 


146% 


Asst.  Deputy  Chief  1 


H51 


$386,282.52 


$433,125.84 


$144,375.2 


112% 


PTF30 


$90,575.64 


$104,738.16 


$104,738. 
6 


116% 


FIGURE  2.  For  the  period  1 


998  to  2008.  Prepared  by  SFpGJ 


%  INCREASE  IN  PENSIONS  FOR  POLICE  OFFICERS  WHO  RETIRED  IN  1998 


CLASSIFICATION 


Rank 


INITIAL  PENSION 
AT  TIME  OF 
RETIREMENT 


CURRENT 
PENSION  BENEFIT 


NUMBER  OF 
INDIVIDUAL 
S  AT  RANK 


CURRENT 

AVERAGE 

BENEFIT 

(current 

pension/ 

Number  of 

Individuals) 


PERCENT 
INCREASE 

FORM 
ORIGINAL 

TO 
CURRENT 


$32,929.44 


$40,173.60 


$40,173.60 


122% 


0381 


$50,382.00 


$76,806.00 


$76,806.00 


152% 


0382 


$142,785.48 


$217,681.08 


$72,560.36 


152% 


51F 


$46,553.76 


$71,036.16 


$71,036.16 


153% 


8213 


$54,378.00 


51,762.36 


H  ,762.36 


150% 


8304 


$47,135.04 


$71,634.60 


$71,634.60 


152% 


OFFICER 


Q  2 


$43,106.04 


$63,627.00 


$63,627.00 


148% 


OFFICER 


Q  4 


$164,348.88 


$256,076.28 


$64,019.07 


156% 


SERGEANT 


Q52 


$148,924.92 


$211,966.92 


$70,655.64 


142% 


LIEUTENANT 


Q62 


$233,468.88 


$356,035.08 


$89,008.77 


152% 


TOTAL 


$964,012 


$1,446,799 


20 


$72,339 


150% 


FIGURE  3.  10  Year  increase  n  pensions  paid  to  police  officers  who  retired  in  1998.  Prepared 
by  SFCGJ. 


%  INCREASE  IN  PENSIONS  FOR  FIREFIGHTERS  WHO  RETIRED  IN  1998 

CLASSIFICATION 

Rank 

NUMBER  OF 

INDIVIDUALS 

AT  RANK 

INITIAL  PENSION 
AT  TIME  OF 
RETIREMENT 

CURRENT 
PENSION 
BENEFIT 

CURRENT 

AVERAGE 

BENEFIT 

(per 

individuals 

) 

PERCENT 
INCREASE 

FROM 
ORIGINAL 

TO 
CURRENT 

LIEUTENANT 

10 

$478,236 

$734,712 

$73,464 

154% 

BATALION  CHIEF 

2 

$138,852 

$215,148 

$107,520 

154% 

FIREF1GHER/PARAMEDIC 

10 

$395,012 

$592,272 

$59,220 

150% 

INSPECTOR 

1 

$48,204 

$74,784 

$74,784 

155% 

OTHER 

1 

$94,464 

$144,396 

$144,396 

153% 

TOTAL 

24 

$1,154,786 

$1,761,312 

$91,876 

153% 

FIGURE  4.   1 0  Year  increase  in  pensions  paid  to  firefighters  who  retired  in  1 998.  Prepared  by 
SFCGJ 
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AVG.  PENSION  BY  RANK  FOR  POLICE  WHO  RETIRED  IN  THE  PAST  10 

YEARS  (636) 

RANK 
LABEL 

RANK 

SUM  OF  INITIAL 

RETIREMENT 

BENEFIT 

SUM  OF 

CURRENT 

RETIREMENT 

BEINFIT 

MEMBERS 

AVERAGE 

YEARLY 

RETIREMENT 

BENEFIT 

PERCENT 
INCREASE 

FROM 

ORIGINAL 

RETIREMENT 

BENEFIT 

$8,775,028.08 

$9,231,641.40 

112 

$82,425.37 

105% 

0109 

$94,856.40 

$112,762.92 

1 

$112,762.92 

119% 

0111 

$104,544.00 

$117,330.72 

1 

$117,330.72 

112% 

0114 

$51,795.00 

$70,074.84 

1 

$70,074.84 

135% 

INSPECTO 
R 

0380 

$459,755.76 

$552,450.24 

6 

$92,075.04 

120% 

0381 

$104,535.00 

$154,906.68 

2 

$77,453.34 

148% 

0382 

$3,328,129.08 

$4,164,295.20 

49 

$84,985.62 

125% 

0390 

$348,660.84 

$408,083.28 

2 

$204,041.64 

117% 

0395 

$97,158.00 

$111,481.44 

1 

$111,481.44 

115% 

0402 

$975,027.24 

$1,189,082.88 

8 

$148,635.36 

122% 

0488 

$114,737.52 

$133,266.12 

1 

$133,266.12 

116% 

0490 

$486,566.28 

$555,251.52 

4 

$138,812.88 

114% 

1237 

$93,106.80 

$103,252.20 

1 

$103,252.20 

111% 

1368 

$54,522.00 

$75,965.76 

1 

$75,965.76 

139% 

1842 

$290,120.16 

$342,531.12 

3 

$114,177.04 

118% 

3280 

$76,198.68 

$80,042.16 

1 

$80,042.16 

105% 

337 

$49,806.00 

$69,391.92 

1 

$69,391.92 

139% 

380 

$97,435.44 

$97,435.44 

1 

$97,435.44 

100% 

381 

$98,076.60 

$100,038.12 

1 

$100,038.12 

102% 

382 

$738,539.16 

$795,976.68 

9 

$88,441.85 

108% 

402 

$71,571.60 

$85,183.20 

1 

$85,183.20 

119% 

5177 

$92,987.52 

$100,510.20 

1 

$100,510.20 

108% 

51F 

$46,553.76 

$71,036.16 

1 

$71,036.16 

153% 

5291 

$69,372.48 

$77,843.40 

1 

$77,843.40 

112% 

7366 

$28,099.56 

$28,661.52 

1 

$28,661.52 

102% 

8121 

$102,591.00 

$138,802.08 

2 

$69,401.04 

135% 

8146 

$144,025.20 

$180,465.48 

2 

$90,232.74 

125% 

8167 

$118,654.68 

$143,679.72 

1 

$143,679.72 

121% 

8213 

$677,876.52 

$928,981.08 

12 

$77,415.09 

137% 

8304 

$47,135.04 

$71,634.60 

1 

$71,634.60 

152% 

9175 

$86,527.80 

$95,669.40 

1 

$95,669.40 

111% 

9210 

$33,907.80 

$38,192.16 

2 

$19,096.08 

113% 

9212 

$60,120.00 

$81,271.20 

1 

$81,271.20 

135% 

9216 

$74,551.68 

$82,955.64 

1 

$82,955.64 

111% 

C351 

$241,661.16 

$289,641.84 

3 

$96,547.28 

120% 

PTF 

$96,732.60 

$115,393.56 

1 

$115,393.56 

119% 

PTF15 

$105,714.60 

$132,563.76 

1 

$132,563.76 

125% 

OFFICER 

Q  2 

$4,171,355.28 

$4,821,125.88 

76 

$63,435.87 

116% 

OFFICER 

Q  3 

$840,993.84 

$1,026,489.12 

17 

$60,381.71 

122% 

OFFICER 

Q  4 

$10,820,463.12 

$12,929,574.7 
2 

190 

$68,050.39 

119% 

Q20 

$88,729.32 

$105,351.84 

1 

$105,351.84 

119% 

Q35 

$147,396.72 

$170,060.16 

2 

$85,030.08 

115% 

SERGEANT 

Q50 

$584,272.08 

$708,360.96 

9 

$78,706.77 

121% 

SERGEANT 

Q51 

$51,363.00 

$72,988.92 

1 

$72,988.92 

142% 

SERGEANT 

Q52 

$3,232,862.40 

$3,903,425.52 

53 

$73,649.54 

121% 

Q61 

$230,064.00 

$282,744.84 

3 

$94,248.28 

123% 

LIEUTENAN 
T 

Q62 

$2,401,967.64 

$3,020,525.88 

33 

$91,531.09 

126% 

Q63 

$46,490.04 

$51,730.68 

1 

$51,730.68 

111% 

CAPTAIN 

Q80 

$126,006.60 

$147,726.96 

1 

$147,726.96 

117% 
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CAPTAIN 

Q82 

$641,104.20 

$856,514.40 

8 

$107,064.30 

134% 

Q90 

$181,683.72 

$234,351.96 

2 

$117,175.98 

129% 

Total 

$42,101,433 

$49,458,717 

636 

$77,765 

117% 

FIGURE  5.  Police  who  retired  during  1998  to  2008.  Prepared  by  SFCGJ. 

AVG.  PENSIONS  BY  RANK  FOR  FIREFIGHTERS  WHO  RETIRED  IN  PAST  10  YEARS  (707) 

RANK  TITLE 

RANK 

INITIAL 
PENSION  AT 

TIME  OF 
RETIREMENT 

CURRENT 
PENSION 
BENEFIT 

NUMBER  OF 

INDIVIDUALS 

AT  RANK 

CURRENT 

AVERAGE 

BENEFIT 

PERCENT 

INCREASE 

FORM  INITIAL 

TO  CURRENT 

$10,115,699.1 
6 

$10,722,419.52 

112 

$95,735.89 

106% 

0140 

$251,664.12 

$337,808.40 

2 

$168,904.20 

134% 

0150 

$775,489.68 

$971,600.64 

6 

$161,933.44 

125% 

0742 

$128,895.60 

$143,425.68 

1 

$143,425.68 

111% 

0761 

$186,720.36 

$229,087.20 

3 

$76,362.40 

123% 

1237 

$85,680.00 

$108,155.28 

1 

$108,155.28 

126% 

2532 

$109,506.36 

$148,872.00 

2 

$74,436.00 

136% 

51F 

$430,875.48 

$536,590.56 

5 

$107,318.11 

125% 

71F 

$245,832.12 

$268,666.68 

3 

$89,555.56 

109% 

761 

$122,459.04 

$132,366.00 

1 

$132,366.00 

108% 

Fire/Res  Paramedic 

H    1 

$686,505.36 

$808,868.16 

17 

$47,580.48 

118% 

Firefighter/Paramedic 

H  2 

$19,034,128.3 
2 

$22,191,270.36 

296 

$74,970.51 

117% 

Firefighter/Paramedic 

H  3 

$872,704.44 

$971,774.40 

17 

$57,163.20 

111% 

Inspector,  BFP 

H  4 

$973,896.84 

$1,174,059.84 

13 

$90,312.30 

121% 

Investigator,  BFI 

H   6 

$440,861.40 

$534,987.84 

6 

$89,164.64 

121% 

Incident  Support 
Specialist 

H  10 

$1,137,569.76 

$1,392,203.28 

18 

$77,344.63 

122% 

Lieutenant 

H20 

$6,954,159.36 

$8,298,396.12 

94 

$88,280.81 

119% 

Lieutenant,  BFP 

H22 

$432,439.20 

$509,366.52 

5 

$101,873.30 

118% 

Lieutenant,  BFI 

H24 

$187,026.48 

$226,550.64 

2 

$113,275.32 

121% 
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FIGURE  6.  Firefighters  who  retired  during  1998  to  2008.  Prepared  by  SFCGJ. 
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FIGURE  7  The  %  increase  represents  the  member's  gross  pay  that  is  included  when  calculating 
contributions  over  regular  pay.  Prepared  by  SFCGJ. 
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FIGURE  8  Current  pensions  as  a  percent  of  initial  pensions.  Prepared  by  SFCGJ. 
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FIGURE  9  Current  pensions  as  a  percent  of  initial  pensions.  Prepared  by  SFCGJ. 
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HISTORICAL  AND  PROJECTED  TRENDS 
Employee  and  Employer  Contribution  Rates 
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Figure  10  Contribution  rates  for  Employees  and  Employer  into  the  SFERS  pension  fund.  Year 
201 1  is  a  projected  rate.  Prepared  by  SFCGJ. 

3.  Data  Inconsistencies 

The  flow  of  informafion  fo  SFERS  begins  with  data  being  entered  by  the 
departments  into  their  own  systems.  Some  of  these  systems  are  manual  and 
some  are  automated.  Care  is  taken  to  make  sure  accurate  data  goes  to  the 
individual  payroll  departments  in  order  to  produce  an  accurate  payroll  check 
for  every  individual.  The  files  are  then  filtered  and  the  information  is  forwarded 
to  SFERS.  Some  of  the  information  going  to  SFERS  is  in  database  form,  and  some 
is  transmitted  as  a  PDF  file,  which  in  essence  is  a  picture  of  reports  generated  in 
other  departments.  SFERS  staff  then  maintains  its  own  database  of  information  it 
needs  for  determining  pension  data.  The  pension  calculation  and  verifications 
performed  by  SFERS  team  of  pension  Analysts  is  extremely  involved  due  to  the 
complexities  of  the  numerous  MOU's  between  the  City  and  the  individual 
unions.  SFERS  has  no  manuals  that  describe  how  a  pension  calculation  is  to  be 
performed.  Pension  Analysts  rely  on  institutional  knowledge  of  senior  members 
of  the  staff  to  learn  how  to  compute  a  final  pension  amount  for  any  given 
individual.  Since  these  calculations  are  very  complex,  the  analysts  check  each 
other's  work,  and  rely  on  many  sources  of  data. 

3.1.    Findings 

3.1 .1 .  During  the  course  of  the  investigation  the  Jury  had  the  opportunity  to 
examine  various  reports  and  databases.  All  of  them  in  one  way  or 
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another  feed  the  SFERS  system  which  then  computes  the  final  pension 
benefits  for  retired  individuals.  SFERS  has  no  up-to-  date  procedure  or 
training  manual  for  teaching  new  analysts  how  to  determine  the  correct 
pension  amount,  and  relies  on  Senior  Pension  Analysts  to  assist  in  resolving 
issues. 
3.1 .2.  SFERS  maintains  its  own  database,  uses  paper  and  report  images  files 

(PDF)  to  check  the  calculations,  and  has  assured  us  that  the  data  which 
"we  found  to  be  inconsistent  is  not  used  in  any  calculations.  However  the 
Jury  finds  that  since  some  of  the  data  is  entered  manually  in  various 
systems,  an  entry  error  would  be  easily  propagated  without  being  found. 
This  in  the  Jury's  opinion  can  lead  to  errors  in  the  data  used  by  SFERS  to 
determine  pensions.  SFERS  maintains  a  staff  of  approximately  20  Senior 
Analysts  to  determine  the  accuracy  of  final  benefits,  due  in  their  words  the 
"complexity  of  the  task". 

3.2.    Recommendations 


3.2.1 .  The  City  should  undertake  an  audit  of  the  data  initiating  with  time  sheets, 
and  payroll  history  files  of  the  police  and  fire  departments,  and 
terminating  with  the  process  of  establishing  a  pension  amount  due  a 
retiree. 

3.2.2.  SFERS  should  become  fully  automated.  This  billion  dollar  agency  should 
not  rely  on  old  paper  copies  of  reports  to  determine  correctness  of 
pensions.  An  integrated  data  collection  system  should  exist  between  all 
agencies  feeding  data  to  SFERS. 

3.2.3.  Since  the  determination  of  pension  benefits  is  a  complex  process  the 
need  for  automation  becomes  more  critical.  SFERS  should  provide  its 
Analysts  with  a  manual  of  standard  procedures  and  methods  for 
determining  every  possible  variation  of  an  individual's  pension  amount. 
We  find  that  this  lack  of  a  manual  can  lead  to  different  analysts 
computing  a  different  amount  of  pension  for  the  same  individual 


4.  DROP  (Deferred  Retirement  Option  Program) 

Officers  participating  in  DROP  would  continue  to  receive  their  regular  pay  and 
benefits.  DROP  participants  would  begin  accumulating  their  regular  retirement 
payments,  frozen  at  the  level  that  the  officer  had  earned  upon  entry  into  DROP. 
These  payments  would  be  placed  in  a  tax  deferred  DROP  account  maintained 
by  the  City's  Retirement  system.  At  the  end  of  the  DROP  period,  officers  would 
begin  receiving  their  regular  monthly  retirement  payment,  as  well  as  their 
retirement  benefits  that  had  accumulated  in  their  DROP  account,  in  a  lump 
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sum.  An  officer  can  earn  a  salary  and  a  retirement  pension  at  the  same  time 
from  the  same  employer,  a  practice  some  call  "double  dipping".  For  example, 
a  55-year-old  police  officer  who  enters  the  program  while  earning  $100,000 
annually  could  receive  a  lump  sum  of  $225,000  after  three  years. 
The  Proposition  provides  that  the  City  should  not  incur  any  overall  cost  increase 
due  to  the  creation  and  operation  of  the  DROP.  This  Charter  amendment 
requires  periodic  evaluation  by  the  City  of  the  costs  of  the  program  to  ensure  its 
cost  neutrality. 

4.1.    Findings 


4.1.1.  The  Controllers  report  stated  that  this  program  would  be  cost  neutral  to 
the  City  however,  in  a  letter  to  the  Director  of  Elections  dated  October 
26th  2007,  SFERS  management  wrote  that:  "While  the  initiative  states  that 
the  program  shall  be  cost  neutral,  no  cost  analysis  is  to  be  conducted  until 
April  1 5th  201 1 .    In  other  words  the  cost  to  administer  the  program  has  not 
been  determined  and  the  systems  necessary  to  run  it,  have  not  been 
developed.    If  the  Board  of  Supervisors  determines  not  to  extend  the 
DROP  based  on  this  cost  analysis  no  further  DROP  elections  will  be 
allowed".'7 

4.1 .2.  To  date  approximately  80%-85%  of  systems  required  for  DROP  calculations 
and  accounting  have  been  completed17. 

4.1 .3.  There  464  officers  eligible  for  DROP  as  of  July  7th  2009.  As  of  the  writing  of 
this  report  there  are  55  officers  enrolled  in  the  program,  however  costs  to 
SFERS  or  the  City  have  not  been  determined,  and  no  special  Account  has 
been  set  up  as  stipulated  in  the  proposition. 

4.1 .4.  Of  the  55  officers  enrolled  in  the  program  all  but  4  have  a  pension  benefit 
of  over  $90,000/year.  The  average  pension  compensation  amount  is 
$105,000  per  year. 

4.1 .5.  If  all  55  individuals  leave  DROP  after  the  maximum  3  year  period,  SFERS  will 
pay  a  lump  sum  of  over  $17  million  (approximately  $300,000  per 
individual). 

4.1 .6.  A  law  enacted  In  California,  allows  the  20  county  systems  that  operate 
under  DROP.  Former  Gov.  Gray  Davis  vetoed  four  state  and  local  DROP 
bills  in  2000-2002,  citing  the  increased  cost  to  the  state. 

4.2.    Recommendations 


4.2.1 .  The  City  and  SFERS  should  complete  all  systems  required  to  properly 
calculate  and  perform  accounting  functions  for  DROP. 
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4.2.2.  The  City  and  SFERS  should  determine  the  actual  cost  of  running  the 
program,  to  determine  if  the  DROP  program  is  economically  viable  at  this 
point. 

4.2.3.  SFERS,  the  City,  and  the  SFPD  should  not  enroll  additional  individuals  into 
DROP  until  all  necessary  systems  to  monitor  and  calculate  are  fully 
functional,  and  the  costs  to  run  the  program  are  computed  and  finalized. 


PENSIONS,  BEYOND  OUR  ABILITY  TO  PAY,    A  REPORT  BY  THE  2008-2009  SAN  FRANCISCO  CIVIL  GRAND  JURY   Page  20 


5.  Findings,  Recommendations  and  Required  Responses 
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3.  Appendix  D.  Actuarial  Report  prepared  by  Cheiron  Consulting  as  of  July  1 , 
2008,  and  presented  to  the  SFERS  Retirement  Board  on  January  13,  2009.  See 
page  23,  Table  IV-2,  SFERS  Development  of  the  Total  Propositions  Rate  as  of 
July  1,2008  (FY  2010). 

4.  Appendix  F.  Controller's  Pension  and  Retiree  Health  Subsidy  Analysis,  FY  05-06 
to  FY1 1-12 

5.  See  Figure  10  for  the  historical  and  projected  increase  in  CCSF  Employer 
Contribution  Rates. 

6.  Task  force  created  against  pension  fund  abuse  (Global  Pensions  May  5th 
2009).    Thirty-six  attorney  general's  offices  are  set  to  create  a  multi-state  task 
force  to  explore  pension  fund  abuse  across  the  country.  New  York  State 
attorney  general  Andrew  Cuomo  has  said,  "The  task  force  is  intended  to 
enable  states  to  share  vital  information  to  prosecute  wrongdoing  and 
facilitate  nationwide  reform.  The  task  force  will  allow  us  to  have  a  unified, 
efficient  method  for  gathering  information  as  we  fight  to  combat  corruption 
and  restore  transparency  and  integrity  to  public  pension  funds." 

7.  Appendix  A.  Methodology  for  this  investigation. 

8.  Present  value  calculation  for  SFFD  was  $107  million  and  SFPD  was  $24  million. 
See  Appendix  A.  Methodology  for  a  present  value  example. 

9.  A  Lieutenant  was  temporarily  assigned  to  a  rank  of  Battalion  Chief  during  the 
course  of  the  last  year  of  before  his  retirement.  This  action  was  authorized  by 
the  Fire  Chief  and  sanctioned  under  the  Memorandum  of  Understanding 
(MOU)  between  the  City  and  the  San  Francisco  Firefighters  Union  (Local  798) 
dated  July  1 ,  2007  to  June  30,  201 1 .  As  a  result  of  being  assigned  to  Battalion 
Chief,  the  Lieutenant  contributed  a  onetime  amount  of  $1 ,91 5  into  the 
pension  fund  during  his  last  year  of  employment.  This  payment  increased  his 
pension  amount  by  $25,542  per  year.    The  effect  of  the  "spike"  was  to 
increase  his  pension  by  22%  a  year  over  the  pension  amount  that  he  would 
have  received  at  the  rank  of  Lieutenant.    The  value  of  a  $25,542  increase 
over  his  actuarial  lifetime  (29.6  years)  was  calculated  to  be  $296,000.  If  one 
deducts  his  original  contribution  and  the  contribution  the  City  made  to  the 
fund,  the  liability  incurred  by  the  City  and  the  active  members  of  the  SFERS 
was  $293,000.  The  above  example  was  based  on  the  actual  retirement 
record  of  a  52  year  old  Fire  Lieutenant,  who  started  his  career  in  1 981  and 
worked  for  26.5  years  for  the  Fire  department. 

10. The  practice  permitted  an  officer  making  $88,000/year  in  his  final  year  of 
service  to  retire  at  an  initial  pension  of  $1 10,000/year,  due  to  an  assignment 
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that  allowed  him  to  earn  a  rate  of  $1 1 1 ,000/year  for  the  last  3  months  prior  to 
retirement.  Cost  of  living  and  other  increases  in  his  pension  benefits  have 
boosted  his  current  retirement  pay  to  $1 13,000.     This  pension  benefit  is  121% 
higher  that  it  would  have  been  if  he  retired  without  any  change  in  rank. 
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Charter  citations  A8.595-1  and  A8.559-1  for  "Old  Plan"  members  and  A8.596-1 
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that  are  included/excluded  in  Final  Compensation  as  outlined  in  a  final 
judgment  to  a  lawsuit  won  by  SFERS  in  the  Superior  Court.  We  found  the  Pay 
Type  of  "WDO"  -  Work  Day  Off  was  not  indicated  as  a  pay  type  to  be 
included  in  Final  Compensation.  We  contacted  the  Executive  Director  and 
the  Deputy  Director  of  SFERS  for  an  explanation  of  why  the  WDO  pay  type 
was  included  in  the  determination  of  this  employee's  Final  Compensation 
and  the  resulting  increase  in  his  retirement  benefit.  The  Executive  Director 
and  the  Deputy  Director  have  not  responded  to  our  specific  inquiry. 

1 2.  Email  dated  June  1 9,  2009  from  SFERS  Deputy  Director  SFERS. 

13.  Appendix  E.  The  Mercer  Actuarial  Valuation  report  on  unfunded  retirement 
health  benefits. 

14.  State  of  California,  Funding  Pensions  &  Retiree  Health  Care  for  Public 
Employees-  A  Report  of  the  Post-Employment  Benefits  Commission,  2008. 

1 5. SFERS  Annual  Reports  -  2003  to  2008. 

16.  Dave  Umhoefer,  "Pension  Twist  Costs  County  Millions",  Journal  Sentinel 
Watchdog  Report,  Milwaukee  County,  July  29,  2007. 

17.  Email  From  Deputy  Director  SFERS,  July  24,  2009 

o    "The  policies  regarding  the  DROP  program  have  been  developed  and 
implemented  (see  DROP  booklet  previously  provided).  The  systems  for 
calculation  and  accounting  for  DROP  are  approximately  80  to  85% 
complete. 
18.SFCGJ  Internal  Analysis  55  DROP  members  deferred  compensation  provided 

by  SFERS. 

19.  People's  Advocate  Research  Report,  "30  Ways  to  Spike  your  Pension." 

20.  Accounting  and  Financial  Reporting  by  Employers  for  Postemployment 
Benefits  Other  Than  Pensions  (Issued  6/04) 

21  .SFERS  administers  a  2  tier  benefit  system.  Employees  who  became  plan 
members  before  1 1  /2/1 976  are  said  to  be  Old  Plan  members  while 
Employees  who  became  members  after  1 1  /2/1 976  are  said  to  be  New  Plan 
member.  Each  of  the  plans  have  had  subsequent  voter  approved  Charter 
Amendments. 
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Appendix  A.  Methodology 

1.   DATA 

As  of  July  1,  2008,  the  total  Fire  and  Police  non-active  members  was  4, 11 8, 
consisting  of  1,977  Fire  and  2,141  police  retirees.  Our  analysis  focused  on  the  707 
Fire  and  638  Police  retirees,  who  retired  during  the  period  January  1 ,  1998  to 
December  31,  2008. 

The  data  utilized  in  this  report  were  obtained  from  a  number  of  different  sources. 
The  Jury  obtained  data  files  from  SFERS  that  contained  work  and  pension 
information  that  was  used  by  SFERS  to  compute  the  retiree's  pension  benefit. 
The  data  file  was  exported  into  an  Excel  file  for  our  review  and  analysis.  The  data 
file  layout  is  included  in  the  Appendix  B. 

The  Jury  also  obtained  from  the  Police  and  Fire  DHR  records  on  retirees'  work 
history  in  order  to  determine  the  duration  and  type  of  work  assigned  to  the 
retirees  in  their  final  year  of  employment.  The  work  history  records  were 
reviewed  in  conjunction  with  the  analysis  of  the  SFERS  data  to  determine  any 
unusual  increases  in  the  retirees'  "Covered  Compensation"  (the  key  element  in 
the  calculation  of  a  retirees'  pension  benefit).  The  increases  in  compensation  for 
job  promotions  were  excluded  in  our  analysis  of  pension  "spiking."  See  Appendix 
D  for  Pension  Glossary. 

The  Jury  found  1 65  or  26%  of  all  Fire  retirees  and  1 43  or  22%  of  all  Police  retirees 
retired  with  a  10%  or  greater  increase  in  their  "Covered  Compensation"  over 
their  historical  pay  rate.  See  Figure  7.  The  Jury  computed  the  present  value  of 
the  pension  spike  to  quantify  the  additional  liability  to  fund  that  resulted  from  this 
practice. 

The  present  value  concept  as  it  relates  to  pension  cost  is  best  understood  by  the 
example  of  parents  saving  for  their  child's  college  education.  Most  parents 
know  approximately,  how  big  the  college  (or  the  pension)  expense  will  be  when 
it  comes  due.  The  question  is  how  much  they  must  put  aside  now  to  meet  that 
expense.  The  answer  is  the  present  value  of  the  future  obligation.  In  our  analysis 
of  the  present  value  of  the  pension  spike,  we  used  the  same  discount  rate  as  the 
rate  used  in  the  latest  SFERS  actuarial  valuation  (i.e.  7 '.75%).  See  Appendix  C  for 
the  Cheiron  Actuarial  Valuation  dated  July  1,  2008. 
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2.  DATA  VALIDITY 

Data  validity  was  checked  using  screen  shots  from  the  SFERS  system  to  support 
the  Jury's  calculations. 

2.1  .Several  iteration  of  data  extraction  was  needed  in  order  to  correct 

extraction  and  data  miss-matches  and  errors. 
2.2. The  final  extraction  was  performed  on  Jan27th,  2009,  and  was  certified  as 

.  valid  by  SFERS. 
2.3.  Information  was  sorted  in  a  manner  that  isolated  individuals  receiving  an 
increase  in  compensation  of  more  than  10%  in  any  given  year. 

3.  PROCESS 

3.1 .  Files  were  analyzed  using  standard  EXCEL  formulas 

3.2.  No  special  codes  or  macros  were  used  for  data  evaluation 

3.3.  Sorting  was  done  using  standard  EXCEL  functions  such  as  the  sort  and 
filter. 

3.4.  Pivot  tables  were  created  to  summarize  the  data  in  a  format  that  was 
used  in  the  Jury's  analysis. 

4.  DATA  ANALYSIS 

4.1 .  Criteria  for  selection  were  agreed  on  with  SFERS  staff  as  follows 

4.1.1.1.  An  increase  in  salary  of  less  than  1 0%  over  one  year  was 
deemed  to  be  a  "maximum  ordinary  raise" 

4. 1 . 1 .2.  An  increase  of  1 0%  or  greater  in  any  given  year  indicated 
some  form  of  extraordinary  increase  or  change  in  rank,  or  both. 

4.2.  SFCGJ  analyzed  the  data  looking  for  increases  in  salary  of  more  than  10% 

in  the  three  years  prior  to  retirement. 

4.3.  Present  Value  calculations  were  done  using  Excel's  PV  function 

PV(rate,nper,pmt,fv,type),  as  described  below 

4.3. 1.1.  Rate  -  is  the  discount  rate  per  period.  For  example,  SFERS 
actuary  used  a  discount  rate  of  7.75%.  This  rate  is  converted  into 
a  monthly  rate  The  monthly  rate  is  calculated  as7.75%/l  2.  You 
would  enter  7.75%/12  or  .645  into  the  formula  as  the  rate. 

4.3.1 .2.  Nper   is  the  total  number  of  payment  periods  in  an  annuity. 
For  example,  the  Jury  used  a  life  expectancy  after  retirement  of 
29.6  years,  based  on  the  average  retirement  age  for  Fire  retirees 
was  54.1  years  and  51 .5  years  for  Police.  You  would  enter  29.6  * 

1 2  into  the  formula  for  nper. 

4.3.1 .3.  Pmt    is  the  payment  made  each  period  and  cannot  change 
over  the  life  of  the  annuity.  The  Jury  calculated  the  payment  for 
each  retiree  in  the  sample.  The  payment  represents  the 
difference  in  calculated  pension  amount  with  the  spike  and  the 
calculated  pension  amount  without  the  spike.  The  payment  is 
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calculated  on  a  monthly  basis  and  entered  into  the  PV  function 
as  a  negative  amount. 
4.3.1.4.        Fv    is  the  future  value,  or  a  cash  balance  you  want  to  attain 
after  the  last  payment  is  made.  If  fv  is  omitted,  it  is  assumed  to  be 
0  (the  future  value  f  a  loan,  for  example,  is  0).  Type    is  the  number 
0  or  1  and  indicates  when  payments  are  due  -  beginning  of  the 
period  or  end  of  the  period. 


PENSIONS,  BEYOND  OUR  ABILITY  TO  PAY,    A  REPORT  BY  THE  2008-2009  SAN  FRANCISCO  CIVIL  GRAND  JURY  Page  27 


Appendix  B.  Glossary 
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Glossary  of  Retirement  /  Pen  Admin  Terms 


The  following  is  a  list  of  terms  commonly  used  in  Retirement,  Pension  Administration  or  the  SFERS 
Pension  Admin  System.  This  guide  is  a  supplement  to  the  SFERS  Business  Rules,  Pension  Admin  User 
Manual  and  any  procedural  documentation  produced  by  SFERS  staff. 


403(b)  Plan 


457(b)  PLAN 


401(k)  Plan  a  retirement  savings  plan  that  allows  employees  of  for-profit  corporations  and  non-profit 

organizations  to  reserve  money  for  retirement  on  a  pre-tax  basis  through  a  plan  sponsored  by  their 
employer.  The  Federal  government  has  created  special  tax  advantages  for  contributions  made  into 
401(k)  plans,  including,  but  not  limited  to,  allowing  contributions  deducted  directly  from  employee 
pay  before  taxes  are  calculated  and  allowing  the  earnings  on  funds  in  the  employee's  401(k)  account 
to  grow  tax-deferred  until  withdrawn  at  retirement. 

A  tax-deferred  retirement  plan  offered  by  nonprofit  organizations,  public  schools,  and  municipal 
agencies.  Generally,  403(b)  plans  follow  401(k)  rules  for  contributions,  rollovers,  and  withdrawals. 
Employees  contribute  to  the  plan  via  payroll  deduction.  Income  taxes  are  deferred  on  the 
contributions  and  any  plan  earnings  until  the  employee  withdraws  the  funds.  Withdrawals  may  begin 
without  penalty  at  age  59,  however  become  mandatory  after  age  70.  Investment  choices  in  403(b) 
plans  are  typically  more  limited  than  401(k)  plans. 

The  457(b)  plan  is  a  non-qualified  deferred  compensation  plan  for  states,  counties,  cities,  agencies, 
and  their  political  subdivisions  or  agencies.  Deferred  compensation  is  a  contractual  agreement 
between  an  organization  and  an  employee  wherein  the  organization  makes  an  unsecured  promise  to 
defer  the  compensation  of  the  employee  to  some  future  date  for  services  currently  performed  by  the 
employee.  Annual  contributions  are  made  through  salary  deduction  up  to  $12,000  or  33  1/3%  of 
salary,  whichever  is  less.  Distributions  are  made  upon  retirement,  termination  of  employment, 
extreme  financial  hardship  or  at  death  to  the  named  beneficiaries. 

Section  of  IRS  code  that  limits  the  annual  benefit  that  can  be  accrued  or  paid  to  a  participant  under  a  defined 
benefit  plan,  die  limit  increases  as  the  age  at  retirement  increases. 

Section  of  IRS  code  that  limits  the  annual  benefit  that  can  be  accrued  or  paid  to  a  participant  who  is  a  member  of 
both  a  defined  benefit  plan  and  a  defined  contribution  plan  with  the  same  employers,  the  limit  increases  as  the 
age  at  retirement  increases.  Section  has  subsequently  been  repealed. 

A  benefit  for  the  survivors  of  a  retiree,  which  pays  $100  for  every  year  of  service  up  to  $3000. 

1 040  hours  By  City  Charter,  an  employee  becomes  eligible  to  join  the  Retirement  System  after  completion  of 

1,040  hours  of  continuous  employment. 

6-months  earnable       a  benefit  for  the  survivor  of  an  active  member,  which  is  a  lump  sum  payment  of  what  the  member 
SALARY  would  have  earned  had  she  or  he  continued  to  work  for  6  more  months  at  the  salary  earned  during  the 

six  months  immediately  preceding  death. 

Survivors  of  members  who  die  within  121  days  of  separating  also  are  eligible  for  this  benefit. 

Abated  Disability        Abated  disability  is  the  termination  of  disability  payments  based  on  a  re-evaluation  of  the  claimed 
disability.  If  the  member  had  retired  on  a  Disability  Retirement,  the  retirement  would  be  terminated 
and  the  person  reinstated  as  an  active  member  of  the  Retirement  System 

Account  balance         Current  balance  in  the  member's  Retirement  account.  Account  Balance  includes  member 

contributions,  EPC  (Employers  Paid  Contributions) ,  payments  for  shortage  buybacks,  completed 
non-shortage  buybacks,  and  accrued  interest. 

Actuarial  group  a  designation  on  the  year-end  actuarial  reports  that  identifies  broad  categories  of  employees. 

Employees  are  categorized  into  groups  as  Safety,  Trades  and  Miscellaneous  based  on  a  combination 
of  benefit  plan  and/or  primary  job  code. 


415(B)  limits 


415(e)  limits 


100/3000 
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Definition 


Actuarial 
Assumptions 


Assumptions  as  to  the  occurrence  of  future  events  affecting  retirement  costs,  such  as:  mortality, 
withdrawal,  disablement  and  retirement,  changes  in  compensation  and  investment  earnings. 


Adjustments 


Adjusted  amount  to 
buy 


When  the  Pen  Admin  System  performs  a  benefit  calculation,  it  goes  through  a  number  of  predefined 
steps  based  on  each  plan's  Business  Rules.  As  it  steps  through  each  process,  it  stores  the  result  of 
each  calculation  in  a  Function  Result.  Adjustments  allows  you  to  add  additional  values  to  selected 
Function  Results.  As  an  example,  you  can  use  the  Adjustments  page  to  add  additional  service  to  the 
benefit  calculation. 

See  Function  Results,  Overrides 

The  original  cost  of  the  buyback,  including  interest  adjustments  because  of: 

•  One  or  more  delinquent  payments 

•  Over-the-counter  payments 

•  START  DATE  that  differs  from  the  COSTING  DATE 

Buyback  principal  includes  the  original  amount  of  the  contributions  withdrawn  or  not  made,  plus  all 
the  interest  those  contributions  would  have  earned  had  they  been  in  the  Retirement  System. 

After-tax  Contributions  on  which  the  member  has  already  paid  federal  and  state  income  taxes.  Withdrawn 

contribution contributions  are  always  repaid  with  after-tax  dollars. 

Age  factor  Retirement  calculations  apply  an  actuarial  age  factor  to  allow  for  employee  mortality. 

Alternate  payee  a  payee  other  then  the  originating  member.  Most  common  types  of  alternate  payees  are  Beneficiaries 

and  qualified  domestic  relations  order  (QDRO)  payees. 

See  QDRO 

Amount  repaid  The  running  total  of  dollars  repaid  to  date  on  a  buyback.  The  total  includes  both  principal  and 

interest. 

Amount  to  buy 


See  Eligible  to  buy. 


Amount  type 


See  Transaction  type. 


Amounts  withdrawn    See  Withdrawn  contributions. 


Annual  statement 


As-of  date 


Yearly  statement  sent  to  SFERS'  membership  showing  account  balance  as  of  the  fiscal  year  end  as 
well  as  interest  accrued  and  any  open  buyback  opportunities. 

Pension  Admin  uses  business  rules  that  are  effective-dated  when  it  does  a  calculation.  The  As  of  Date 
allows  you  to  select  rules  that  were  in  effect  at  an  earlier  period.  As  an  example,  If  you  are 
reproducing  a  past  estimate,  this  date  ensures  that  you  use  the  rules  that  were  in  effect  at  the  time. 
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Associated  Plan 


DTIS  construct  that  determines  how  the  Pension  Admin  System  will  use  service  and  contributions 
when  it  performs  a  pension  calculation. 

Benefit  Plan  and  Associated  Plan  are  usually  the  same  unless  the  member  has  bought  service  through 
a  buy  back. 


FIRE  PLANS 

Benefit         Associated 

Plan               „. 

Plan 

POLICE  PLANS 
Benefit     Associated 
P,an            Plan 

MISCELLANEOUS  PLANS 

Benefit      Associated  Plan 
Plan 

FNll 

FNll 

PN82 

PN82 

MN53 

MN53 

FNI2 

FN12 

PN83 

PN83 

MOS3 

ON74  -  Prior  Service  Associated  with 
M053 

FN14 

FNI4 

PN85 

PN85 

MN54 

MN54 

FO10 

FO10 

P081 

P08I 

MN54 

MN74  -  Prior  Service  Associated  with 
MN54 

FO!3 

FOI3 

P084 

P084 

M052 

M052 

M052 

M074  -  Prior  Service  Associated  with 
M052 

J 

1 

Available  Military 
Service 


There  are  additional  system  rules  regarding  the  treatment  of  hourly  time  as  well  as  miscellaneous 
time  earned  by  uniformed  members 

The  number  of  years  available  for  buyback  for  military  service. 


Available  Prior 
Service 


The  number  of  years  available  for  buyback  from  prior  service  for  the  City. 


Available  Public 
Service 


The  number  of  years  available  for  buyback  from  prior  public  service. 


Available  Redeposit 


Available  shortage 

Average  monthly 
compensation 


Balance 


The  number  of  years  available  for  buyback  as  a  redeposit  of  previously  withdrawn  service  years. 

NOTE:  Redeposit  buybacks  must  be  completed  before  any  other  buybacks  begin. 

The  dollar  amount  available  for  buyback  because  the  member  made  reduced  rate  contributions  at  any 
time  during  City  service. 

One  of  the  factors  used  to  calculate  member  retirement  benefits;  it  represents  the  member's  highest 
average  monthly  salary  over  a  specified  time  period  as  determined  by  retirement  plan  and  governing 
city  charter  section. 

Average  monthly  compensation  for  NEW  plan  members  (both  miscellaneous  and  uniformed  plans)  is 
derived  by: 

Determining  which  period  of  three  consecutive  years  has  the  highest  total 

Dividing  the  highest  three-year  covered  gross  amount  by  36. 

Average  monthly  compensation  for  OLD  plan  members  (both  miscellaneous  and  uniformed  plans)  is 
derived  from  the  single  year  with  the  highest  annual  gross. 

See  Account  Balance,  Regular  Contributions  +  Interest,  and  Additional  Contributions  +  Interest. 


Bankruptcy 
deduction 


See  Deductions. 
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Bargaining  unit  The  group  that  negotiates  salary  and  benefits  on  behalf  of  employees  in  one  or  more  specific  job 

classifications. 

Employees  need  not  be  members  of  the  bargaining  unit  to  be  represented. 

Bargaining  unit  is  one  of  the  qualifiers  that  identify  rates  for  contributions,  EPC,  City  Match,  COLA's 
and  death  benefits  for  groups  of  employees.  Plan  code,  department.  Union  Code,  and  job  class  are 
other  qualifiers  that  identify  rates. 

Also  see  Union  and  Union  Code 


BCD 


See  Benefit  commencement  date 


Beneficiary 


Beneficiary  status 


Benefit 

commencement  date 
(BCD) 


Beneficiaries  may  receive  death  and/or  continuant  benefits  after  a  member  dies.  Members  may  name 
anyone  as  a  beneficiary.  Common  beneficiaries  are  current  or  former  spouses,  minor  or  dependent 
children,  dependent  parents,  domestic  partners,  or  charities.  A  beneficiary  may  have  a  guardian  or 
conservator.  If  the  member's  estate  is  the  beneficiary,  probate  proceedings  determine  the  ultimate 
recipients. 

Also  see  Continuant,  Relationship 

A  member  may  have  multiple  benefices  and  in  some  cases  change  benefices  over  the  course  of  their 
career  with  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco.  The  Beneficiary  Status  indicates  which 
beneficiaries  are  currently  active.  Valid  values  are  : 

A=  Active  I  =  Inactive 

Date  the  benefit  will  begin.  In  the  case  of  a  retiree,  it  is  the  day  after  the  last  day  of  work.  In  the  case 
of  a  death  beneficiary,  it  is  the  day  after  the  date  of  death. 
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Benefit  plan  The  SFERS  pension  plan  an  employee  is  a  member  of.  Pension  Admin  tracks  Hours  Worked  for 

both  SFERS  and  Non-SFERS  Benefit  plan  participants  (I.E.  PI 03  Nurses) 


FO10 


FN11 


FN12 


M052 


MN53 


MN54 


P081 


PN82 


PN83 


STRS 
73 


PERS 
75 


PERS 
76 


PERS 
77 


PERS 
78 


PERS 
79 


SFERS  PLANS 


Active  uniformed  employees  of  me  Fire  Dept  who  became 
members  before  1 1/2/1976,  and  did  not  participate  in  the  buyout 


Active  uniformed  employees  of  the  Fire  Dept.who  became 
members  on  or  after  1 1/2/1976.  and  who  retired  before 
12/20/1996.  Plan  FN11  is  not  set  up  for  benefit  calculations 


Active  uniformed  employees  of  the  Fire  Dept  who  became 
members  on  or  after  1 1/2/1976.  and  did  not  retire  before 
12/20/1996. 


Miscellaneous  Old  Plan  -  Misc.  employees  who  became 
members  before  1 1/2/1976. 


Miscellaneous  New  Plan  members  who  retired  on  or  before 
1 1/7/2000  No  benefits  are  calculated  under  this  plan. 


Miscellaneous  employees  who  became  members  on  or  after 
1 1/2/1976  and  did  not  retire  on  or  before  1 1/7/2000 


Active  uniformed  employees  of  the  Police  Dept  who  became 
members  before  1 1/2/1976,  and  did  not  participate  in  the  buyout 


Active  uniformed  employees  of  the  Police  Dept  who  became 
members  on  or  after  1 1/2/1976,  and  who  retired  before 
12/18/198  Plan  PN82  is  not  setup  for  benefit  calculations 


Active  uniformed  employees  of  the  Police  Dept.who  became 
members  on  or  after  1 1/2/1976,  or  and  did  not  retire  before 
12/18/1998.  This  plan  also  covers  Airport  Police  Officers  who 
became  Police  New  plan  members  on  12/27/97  and  retained 
PERS  membership  for  the  period  before  1 2/27/97 


NON  SFERS  PLANS 


STRS  members  at  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District 
(SFUSD). 


PERS  safety  officers,  plan  75001  for  the  Housing  Authority  Police 
and  the  Harbor  Police 


PERS  safety  officers,  plan  77001  for  County  Sheriffs,  Deputy 
Sheriffs  8  District  Attorney  Investigators  in  job  class8146  -  8150 


PERS  safety  officers,  plan  75101  for  Airport  Police  and 
Institutional  Police 


PERS  Municipal  Court  judges 


PERS  Supenor  Court  judges. 


IS21 


IS22 


IS23 


XTRS 
24 


PARS 
25 


STRS 
69 


XTRS 
70 


PERS 
71 


PERS 
72 


NON  SFERS  PLANS 


Temporary  miscellaneous  service  performed 
by  a  Uniform  member,  ineligible  to  be  bought 
back 


Employment  after  retirement 


Ineligible  Miscellaneous  service. 


Non-City  employment  in  a  reciprocal  plan 


PARS  miscellaneous  employee  for 
paraprofessionals  working  at  SFUSD.  Service 
is  ineligible  to  buyback. 


STRS  members  at  San  Francisco  Community 
College  District 


Belt  Railroad  Retirement  System  members. 


PERS  miscellaneous  employees,  plan  70001 
for  former  State  Port  employees  and  State 
Mental  Health  Department  employees  at  full 
retirement  without  FICA  benefits. 


PERS  miscellaneous  employees,  plan  70002 
for  former  State  Port  employees  and  State 
Mental  Health  Department  employees  at 
modified  retirement  with  FICA  benefits 


Birth  date 


See  Date  of  Birth 


Biweekly  hours 


See  Hours  biweekly 


SFERS  '  Benefit  Payment  System  used  to  pay  retirees  and  continuants  before  the  implementation  of 
Pension  Admin.  No  longer  used. 


BP 
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BlIYBACK 


Transaction  in  which  an  employee  purchases  Retirement  System  service  credit  or  pays  unpaid 
contributions.  Buyback  opportunities  are  generated  by: 


Leaving  City  service,  taking  ail  accrued  sums,  and  then  later  returning  to  City  service  and 

active  membership  (Redeposit  Buyback). 

Serving  in  a  temporary  status  (Prior  Service  Buyback). 

Making  reduced  contributions.  (Shortage  Buyback) 

Qualifying  military  service  (Military  Service  Buyback) 

Qualifying  Public  service.  (Public  Service  Buyback) 

Serving  in  a  labor  organization  or  union  (Union  Rep  Buyback  ) 


Buybacks  must  be  paid  either  by  lump-sum  deposits  or  by  scheduled  payroll  deductions.  In  either 
case,  interest  incurred  on  the  buyback  principal  must  be  included  in  the  total  buyback  cost. 

Buyback  principal  includes  the  original  amount  of  the  contributions  withdrawn  or  not  made,  plus  all 
the  interest  those  contributions  would  have  earned  had  they  been  in  the  Retirement  System. 

Also  see  Plus  Pension  contributions.  Totals  -  All  Accounts,  Redeposit  Buyback,  Prior  Service 
Buyback,  Public  Service  Buyback,  Military  Service  Buyback,  and  Shortage  Buyback. 


Buyback  amount 

See  Deduction  amount. 

Buyback  amount  to 

BUY 

See  Eligible  to  buy. 

Buyback  balance 

The  amount  of  the  buyback  that  is  outstanding. 

This  is  the  original  amount  of  the  buyback  less  any  over-the-counter  payments  or  payments  made  by 
payroll  deduction. 

Buyback  goal 

See  Adjusted  amount  to  buy.  ■ 

Buyback  status 

The  current  status  of  the  displayed  buyback. 

Buyback  type 

See  Type  of  buyback. 

buyout  Incentive  program  developed  by  the  City  to  encourage  Safety  plan  members  in  the  pre-1976  Old 

Plans  to  move  to  the  post- 1976  New  Plan.  The  buyout  incentive  was  a  cash  payment  of  $2,500  per 
year  of  service  up  to  10  years  and  $1,000  per  year  of  service  for  additional  service  up  to  a  maximum 
of  $40,000. 

Buyout  participants  were  excluded  from  any  subsequent  plan  improvements  after  1981.  Therefore 
additional  legislation  was  introduced  in  1999  that  allowed  the  Buyout  participants  the  opportunity  to 
payback  the  buyback  monies  and  become  eligible  for  the  subsequent  plan  improvements. 


Buyout  Status 


Cafeteria  plan 


In  the  Pension  Admin  System,  a  flag  indication  for  the  current  status  of  the  member's  buyout. 
Valid  Values  are: 

•  Buyout  provisions 

•  Enhanced  with  Actuarial  Offset 

«      New  Full  enhanced 

A  program  of  voluntary  contributions  to  optional  benefit  programs  that  are  offered  to  employees. 

Cafeteria  plan  contributions  are  made  through  payroll  deductions.  They  are  pre-tax  dollars  for 
income  tax  calculations,  but  are  included  in  covered  gross  for  calculating  FICA  and  Retirement 
contributions. 

Contributions  on  cafeteria  plan  amounts  can  be  made  only  at  the  full  rate. 
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Calc  type 


Definition 


The  type  of  calculation  being  run  by  Pension  Admin. 
You  can  create  the  following  calculations:: 

•  INDIVIDUAL  -  An  individual  calculation  based  on  a  single  EMPLID 

•  PREDEFINED  GROUP  -  A  predefined  group  of  members  based  on  a  specific  criteria  (not 
used  by  SFERS) 
PREDEFINED  LISTS  -  A  predefined  lists  of  EmpHD  (  not  used  by  SFERS) 


Calculation  group 
list 

A  list  of  employee  whose  benefit  calculation  will  be  run  as  a  group  rather  then  on  an  individual  basis. 

CalPERS 

See  PERS 

CalSTRS 

See  STRS 

Cancellation  date 

When  setting  up  a  Domestic  Relations  Order  (DRO)  -  date  it  was  determined  the  DRO  is  not 
qualified 

A  pension  plan  under  which  an  employer  credits  a  participant's  account  with  a  set  percentage  of  his  or 
her  yearly  compensation  plus  interest  charges.  A  cash  balance  pension  plan  is  a  defined-benefit  plan. 
As  such,  the  plan's  funding  limits,  funding  requirements  and  investment  risk  are  based  on  defined- 
benefit  requirements:  as  changes  in  the  portfolio  do  not  affect  the  final  benefits  to  be  received  by  the 
participant  upon  retirement  or  termination,  the  company  solely  bears  all  ownership  of  profits  and 
losses  in  the  portfolio. 

Although  the  cash  balance  pension  plan  is  a  defined-benefit  plan,  unlike  the  regular  defined-benefit 
plan,  the  cash  balance  plan  is  maintained  on  an  individual  account  basis,  much  like  a  defined- 
contribution  plan.  The  cash  balance  plan  acts  similar  to  a  defined-contribution  plan  also  because 
changes  in  the  value  of  the  participant's  portfolio  does  not  affect  the  yearly  contribution 

Catch  up  A  type  of  retirement  savings  contribution  that  allows  people  over  50  to  make  additional  contributions 

Contribution  t0  tnejr  40i(k)  and/or  individual  retirement  accounts. 

The  Economic  Growth  and  Tax  Relief  Reconciliation  Act  of  2001  (EGTRRA)  created  this  provision 
so  that  older  individuals  would  be  able  to  set  aside  enough  savings  for  retirement. 

Originally,  the  ability  to  make  catch-up  contributions  under  EGTRRA  was  set  to  end  at  around  201 1. 
However,  the  Pension  Protection  Act  of  2006  made  catch-up  contributions  and  other  pension-related 
provisions  permanent. 

Catch-up  interest        Interest  the  transaction  amount  would  have  earned  had  it  been  in  the  account  when  it  should  have 
been.  Interest  on  the  amount  that  posted  as  of  a  date  before  the  Last  Interest  Date  on  the  account. 

Catch-up  interest  is  required  when  posting  contributions  associated  with  retroactive  pay.  It  also  is 
required  whenever  payroll  posting  or  on-line  transactions  use  effective  dates  that  are  out  of  sequence. 

You  do  not  enter  catch-up  interest.  The  system  automatically  calculates  and  updates  interest. 

The  system  does  not  post  catch-up  interest  to  a  retired  member's  account  for  dates  after  the  retirement 
date. 


Category  total 


The  sum  of  all  the  contributions  and  interest  accrued  during  a  specific  period  identified  by  a 
combination  of  plan  code  and  sequence  number.  If  the  member  leaves  City  service  before  retiring, 
she  or  he  may  withdraw  the  account  category  amount. 

Also  known  as  the  Account  Category  Total. 


Category  totals  See  Account  category. 


Certificated 
employer 


In  the  San  Francisco  Community  College  District,  an  employee  who  holds  a  teaching  certificate  and  is 
employed  as  an  instructor 
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Change  Roll  SFERS  operations  maintain  an  MS  Excel  spreadsheet  of  all  new  payment  setups  (retirement,  death, 

dissolution,  etc)  as  well  as  any  adjustments  or  corrections.  This  spreadsheet  is  referred  to  as  the 
Change  Roll. 

The  Pen  Admin  System  produces  a  system  report  of  all  new  payment  set-ups;  this  is  also  referred  to 
as  the  Change  Roll. 


Both  Change  Rolls  are  reconciled  as  part  of  the  SFERS  Payment  Process. 


Child  Support  Social  services  agency  within  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  dedicated  to  the  financial  support 

Services  of  children..  Before  processing  a  member's  Retirement,  Payroll  is  checked  for  possible  liens, 

including  those  from  Child  Support  services.  Sometimes  referred  to  as  FSB  (  Family  Support  Bureau) 

See  FSB,  Deductions  and  Offset 


Glossary  of  Retirement  /  Pen  Admin  Terms 


City  Charter  SFERS  benefit  plans  are  regulated  by  the  San  Francisco  City  &  County  Charter  of  1932  and 

subsequent  revisions  &  amendments.  Retirement  rules  are  set  forth  in  Section  A8.5xx  (Employment 
Provisions)  of  the  aforementioned  charter. 

Some  of  the  major  revisions  to  the  Charter  relative  to  SFERS  plans  and  membership  are  listed  below 


8514 


Miscellaneous  Plan  members  contribute  to  and  are  covered  by  the  Social  security  System  ,  1959 


8  508-1 


School  Teachers  authorized  to  transfer  to  STRS  ,  1972 


8  509 


Miscellaneous  employees  who  became  members  before  1 1/2/1976  (  Misc  Old  Plan) 


8587 


Miscellaneous  employees  who  became  members  on  or  after  1 1/2/1976  (  Misc  New  Plan) 


8  505 


Port  employees  authorized  to  remain  members  of  CalPERS  subsequent  to  the  transfer  of  the  Port  of 
San  Francisco  from  the  State  to  the  City,  1968 


8.506 


Sheriffs  Deputies  authorized  transfer  to  CalPERS,  1968 


8  506-2 


Airport  Police  Officers  were  authorized  transferred  to  CalPERS,  1984 


8  506-2 


Institutional  Police  Officers  authorized  transferred  to  CalPERS,  1985 


8  506-2 


District  Attorney  Investigators,  Probation  Officers  were  authorized  transferred  to  CalPERS,  1986 


8  506-2 


Adult  &  Juvenile  Probation  Officers  became  CalPERS  members  for  all  prospective  service  rendered, 
1990  5 


8  506-3 


Housing  Authority  Police  were  authorized  transferred  to  CalPERS 


8  586 


Airport  Police  Officers  became  members  of  SFERS  under  City  Charter  Section  8.559  and  8.586 
(  Police  New  Plan)-  1997 


8  588 


Paramedics  were  moved  from  Miscellaneous  Plans  under  section  8.509  &  8.548  to  Section  8.588 
(  Fire  New  Plan)  -  1998 


8559 


8559-14 
&  8  586 


8595 


8597 


8585 


8585-14 
&8  588 


8596 


8598 


Police  officers  who  became  members  before  1 1/271976  and  did  not  elect  Prop.  H  benefits  effective 
1/1/2003 


Police  Officers  who  elected  1981  Prop  F  (  Buyout)  Benefits 


Police  officers  who  became  members  before  1 1/2/1976  and  elected  Prop  H  benefits  effective 
1/1/2003 


Police  officers  who  became  members  before  1 1/2/1976  and  were  eligible  for  Prop  H  benefits 
effective  1/1/2003 


Fire  Fighters  who  became  members  before  1 1/2/1976  and  did  not  elect  Prop.  H  benefits  effective 
1/1/2003 


Fire  Fighters  who  elected  1 98 1  Prop  F  (  Buyout)  Benefits 


Fire  Fighters  who  became  members  before  1 1/2/1976  and  elected  Prop  H  benefits  effective  1/1/2003 


Fire  Fighters  who  became  members  before  1 1/2/1976  and  were  eligible  for  Prop  H  benefits 
effective  1/1/2003 


City  match  amount      The  amount  the  City  contributes  toward  the  member's  retirement  account  is  a  percentage  of  the 
member's  covered  gross  pay.  The  City  match  rate  (percentage)  is  set  by  the  Retirement  plan. 

When  the  system  calculates  that  an  account's  City  Match  has  been  over  or  under  paid,  it  posts  the 
erroneous  portion  to  the  account's  over/short  record.  Accounting  uses  the  City  Match  Over/Short 
report  to  identify  City  Match  amounts  to  collect  from  departments. 

City  match  payment     jhe  amount  of  the  over-the-counter  payment  to  be  allocated  toward  City  Match.  This  occurs  when 
labor  organizations  make  contributions  and  City  Match  payments  on  behalf  of  City  employees 
performing  labor  service. 
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City  ma  tch  rate  jhe  percentage  of  the  member's  covered  gross  salary  that  the  City  contributes  to  the  member's 

Retirement  account. 

The  City  match  rate  is  set  by  Retirement  plan. 

When  the  system  calculates  that  an  account's  City  Match  has  been  over  or  under  paid,  it  posts  the 
erroneous  portion  to  the  account's  over/short  record. 

Citystartdate  See  Start  Date  (City) . 

Classified  employee 


Classification 


In  the  San  Francisco  Community  College  District,  an  employee  who  holds  a  Community  College  job 
classification  and  is  employed  in  a  non  -  instructor  capacity. 

See  Job  classification. 


COLA  Cost  of  Living  Adjustments  are  periodic  adjustments  to  the  member's  base  pension  benefit  as 

determined  by  the  Pension  Plan  Codes  and  the  governing  charter  section 


COLA  Rate 


The  percentage  of  the  member's  base  salary  used  to  calculate  the  periodic  Cost  Of  Living 
Adjustments.  The  percentage  is  set  by  Plan  Code  as  determined  by  the  City  Charter  or  Charter 
amendments. 


COLD  Storage  Computer  Output  to  Laser  Disk  is  an  on-line  high-volume,  high-speed  data  storage  and  retrieval 

technology  that  replaces  microfiche. 

The  hours  the  employee  claimed  during  the  pay  period  as  compensatory  time  off  rather  than  as 
vacation  time  or  paid  overtime. 

Company  Employees  are  grouped  by  company  within  the  Pension  Admin.  System.  Therefore,  SFERS'  Pension 

Admin  System  supports  two  companies: 


EMP  -  Active  Employees 


•      RET  -  Retired  Employees 


Concurrent 
Teacher 


Conservatorship 


Contribution  / 
blyback  payment 


A  flag  indicating  whether  the  member  has  retirement  funds  in  the  State  Teachers  Retirement  System 
(STRS)  as  well  as  in  the  City  Retirement  System. 

Many  teachers  hold  a  full-time  teaching  job  and  also  may  teach  night  school.  In  this  latter 
classification,  they  are  categorized  as  "Hourly  Adult"  or  Account  7  employees.  In  1974,  teachers  had 
the  opportunity  to  elect  to  transfer  regular  teaching  credit  to  the  State  Teachers  Retirement  System 
(STRS).  The  elected  funds  either  were  transferred  to  the  statewide  system  or  left  in  the  San  Francisco 
system.    Those  teachers  who  transferred  regular  teaching  service  credit  to  STRS,  but  maintain  an 
"Hourly  Adult"  account  with  the  San  Francisco  System  are  "Concurrent  Teachers"  and  are  eligible  for 
pensions  from  both  systems. 


A  circumstance  in  which  the  court  declares  an  individual  unable  to  take  care  of  legal  matters  and 
appoints  another  individual,  known  as  a  conservator,  to  do  so. 

This  may  sometimes  referred  to  as  "LPS  Conservatorship".  The  LPS  stands  for  Lanterman,  Petris  and 
Short  -  the  three  senators  who  passed  California's  mental  health  conservatorship  laws. 

Contribution  Amount  contributed  to  the  member's  Retirement  account  through  regular  contributions  (either  full  or 

(standard)  reduced,  pre-tax,  after-tax,  or  EPC),  all  completed  buybacks,  and  active  shortage  buybacks,  but  not 

including  interest. 

NOTE:    Active  members  who  also  work  in  a  second  position  which  is  temporary  (plan  code  MN74) 
must  make  contributions  for  the  temporary  position. 

Also  see  After  -tax  contributions,  employer  paid  contributions,  pre-tax  contributions,  reduced  rate 
contributions,  and  withdrawn  contributions. 


The  amount  of  the  over-the-counter  payment  to  be  allocated  toward  either  contributions  or  a  buyback. 
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Contribution  Total  amount  of  the  contributions  plus  the  interest  accrued  on  those  contributions.  Contributions 

+  Interest  include  completed  buybacks,  active  shortage  buybacks,  additional  contributions,  additional  interest, 

and  employer  paid  contributions  (EPC). 

£ 

Contribution 
Change  date 


The  date  the  member  selected  the  current  contribution  TYPE. 


Contribution 
Interest 


See  Interest 


Contribution  owed 
to  retirement 


Result  of  inadequate  payroll  deductions  for  contributions.  This  involuntary  debt  must  be  paid  before 
a  member  receives  benefits.  These  uncollected  amounts  are  not  the  same  as  SHORTAGE  amounts, 
which  are  the  result  of  the  member  making  contributions  at  a  reduced  rate. 

The  system  updates  contributions  owed  only  in  the  category  (membership  period)  totals.  The  system 
updates  the  over/short  record  when  it  updates  contributions  owed. 

Contribution  rate       Rate  of  the  member's  contribution  to  Retirement,  which  is  a  fixed  percentage  of  the  member's  covered 
gross  earnings.  Members  contribute  to  Retirement  by  payroll  deduction.  Both  the  City  and  the 
member  contribute  to  the  Retirement  fund.  The  percentage  the  member  and  the  City  each  contribute 
differs  for  each  Retirement  plan  and/or  union,  bargaining  unit,  or  job  classification  and  may  change 
from  time  to  time. 

Miscellaneous  members  with  membership  dates  before  1 1/2/76  contribute  at  one  of  36  percentage 
rates,  based  on  the  member's  age  when  joining  the  system.  These  rates  are  subject  to  change  each 
fiscal  year,  based  on  actuarial  valuation. 

Police  and  fire  members  with  membership  dates  before  1 1/2/76  contribute  at  one  of  several 
percentage  rates  based  on  the  member's  age  when  joining  the  system.  The  City  Charter  sets  the 
maximum  rate. 

Miscellaneous,  police,  and  fire  members  with  membership  dates  after  1 1/2/76  contribute  at  a  rate  set 
by  Charter. 

PERS  members  who  also  are  safety  members  or  who  do  not  belong  to  the  Social  Security  System 
contribute  a  percentage  plus  a  flat  fee  for  Survivor  Benefit  Coverage. 

PERS  members  who  belong  to  the  Social  Security  System  deduct  their  Social  Security  contributions 
from  their  covered  gross  earnings  before  calculating  Retirement  contributions  at  the  percentage  in 
effect  for  their  plans. 

PERS  Judges  Retirement  members  contribute  at  a  rate  set  by  Charter  with  an  optional  flat  fee  for  the 
1959  Survivors  Benefit  Plan. 

Also  see  City  Match  amount  and  Employer  Paid  Contributions. 

Contribution  type        Basis  for  calculating  the  member's  contribution  to  the  Retirement  System.  Valid  Values  are: 


A  -  After  Tax  Contributions 

B  -  Pre  Tax  Contributions 

C  -  Employer  Paid  pre  tax  contributions 

D  -  Additional  Voluntary  contributions 

(  not  used) 

E  Int  on  Contrib 

F  Int  on  Addl  Contrib 

G  Catchup  Int 


H  Catchup  Int  on  Addl 

I  Rpd  Pnn  AT  Buyback 

J  Rpd  Int  AT  Buyback 

K  Int  on  Rpd  Buyback 

L  Buyout 

M  Buyout  Int 

N  Catchup  Int  Buyout 


P  Six-Mo  Eamable  Comp 
Q  City  Match 
R  Rollover  Overpayment 
AT  ER  Paid  Contrib 
T  Rpd  Prin  PT  Buyback 
U  Rpd  Int  PT  Buyback 

V  Gilmore  Shortage 

W  Gilmore  Shortage  Int 
X  Shortage 

Y  Shortage  Int 

Z  Catchup  Int  Gilmore 
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Court  document  ID      Docket  Number,  used  in  setting  up  DRO  (Domestic  Relations  Order). 


Covered  gross  The  amount  of  the  member's  gross  pay  that  is  included  when  calculating  contributions  the  member 

earnings  should  make  to  Retirement. 

Miscellaneous  members  with  membership  dates  before  1 1/2/76  have  regular  paid  overtime,  and  shift 
differential  included  in  their  covered  gross  earnings.  Miscellaneous  members  with  membership  dates 
after  1 1/2/76  have  only  regular  earnings  included  in  their  covered  gross  earnings.  Members  of  PERS 
have  only  regular  earnings  included  in  their  covered  gross  earnings. 

Skill  differentials  for  serving  in  a  bi-lingual  position  or  performing  word  processing  are  not  usually 
included  in  covered  gross  earnings. 

Covered  Hours  Covered  hours  are  the  hours  worked  by  the  member  and  associated  with  covered  gross  earnings. 

They  are  consolidated  by  fiscal  year  and  converted  into  service  credits. 


Credited  service 


See  Service  credit. 


Crossover  data 


Account  information  that  relates  to  fiscal  year  other  than  the  one  in  which  it  was  posted. 


Current  amount  to 
buy 


See  Adjusted  amount  to  buy 


Date  joined 


When  processing  Domestic  Relations  Orders,  refers  to  the  date. 


Date  of  birth  The  member's  or  the  beneficiary's  birth  date. 

The  member's  birth  date  enters  the  Retirement  System  database  with  other  personnel  data  posted  from 
the  Payroll  System. 

If  the  member's  birth  date  in  the  Retirement  System  differs  from  the  date  in  the  Payroll  System,  the 
Payroll  System  takes  precedence,  unless  the  date  in  the  Payroll  System  is  00/00/00.  A  valid  date  in 
the  Payroll  System  will  override  the  date  during  payroll  posting. 

If  you  change  the  date  in  the  Retirement  System,  you  should  notify  Payroll  to  make  the  same 
change. 


Date  of  death  The  date  the  member,  retiree,  or  beneficiary  died. 

Also  see  End  date  (membership) 


Date  of  dissolution     rjate  the  member  and  the  beneficiary  were  divorced  or  separated. 
Death  benefit  See  J 00/3000  and  6-MONTHS  K4RNABLE SAURY 

Death  Date  Source      Entity  advising  SFERS  of  the  death  of  a  member  or  payee. 


Deduction  amount 
(buybacks) 


The  deduction  required  from  each  paycheck  to  complete  the  buy  back  and  the  number  of  pay  periods 
the  deduction  must  be  taken. 
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Deduction  code  After  a  payee  has  been  created  in  Pension  Admin,  you  may  select  amounts  from  warrants  to  be 

deducted  from  the  gross  pay  amount  on  behalf  of  others. 

Common  deductions  are  for  tax  withholding,  garnishments,  amounts  owed  to  Retirement  or  other  City 
departments,  amounts  owed  to  the  Family  Support  Bureau  (FSB),  and  rollover  amounts. 

Valid  Values  in  Pension  Admin  are: 

•  ROLL01  -  Rollover  to  a  valid  tax  deferred  plan 

•  ROLL02  -  Rollover  to  a  valid  tax  deferred  plan 

•  GARNSH  ^Garnishment  (  garnishment  payee  must  be  set-up  before  selecting  this  deduction 
code) 

•  OVR001  -  Owed  to  retirement 

•  WRC001  _  Workers  compensation 

If  you  enter  a  GARNSH  or  ROLL01  deduction,  the  system  creates  an  institutional  warrant. 

Deferred  The  deduction  taken  from  each  pay  check  as  the  contribution  to  the  Deferred  Compensation  plan. 

COMPENSATION 

AMOUNT 

Defined  Benefit  Employer-sponsored  retirement  plans  where  retirement  benefits  are  calculated  based  on  age,  years  of 

"LAN  service  and  contributions  and  guarantee  a  specific  retirement  benefit. 


Defined 
Contribution  Plan 


Retirement  plans  that  may  require  specific  rates  of  contribution,  but  that  do  not  guarantee  a  specific 
retirement  benefit. 


Determination 
Letter 


Department 


Direct  Roll  over 


A  document  issued  by  the  IRS  regarding  the  qualified  status  of  a  retirement  plan.  If  a  retirement  plan 
is  qualified,  monies  invested  in  the  plan  remain  tax-deferred  until  they  are  distributed.  A 
determination  letter  may  be  issued  on  the  plan's  initial  qualification  when  the  plan  is  first  established, 
or  when  the  plan  is  amended  or  terminated. 

Code  that  identifies  the  department  in  which  the  employee  works. 

Department  is  one  of  the  qualifiers  that  identifies  rates  for  contributions,  EPC  (  Employer  Paid 
Contributions) ,  City  Match,  COLA's,  and  death  benefits  for  groups  of  employees. 

A  distribution  of  eligible  rollover  assets  from  a  qualified  plan,  403(b)  plan,  or  a  governmental  457 
plan  to  a  Traditional  IRA,  qualified  plan,  403(b)  plan,  or  a  governmental  457  plan;  or  a  distribution 
from  an  IRA  to  a  qualified  plan,  403(b)  plan  or  a  governmental  457  plan. 
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Disability  The  two  classifications  of  Disability  Retirement  are: 

RETIREMENT 

•  INDUSTRIAL  DISABILITY  -  The  debilitating  injury  occurred  while  on  the  job  or  as  a 
result  of  the  job 

•  ORDINARY  DISABILITY  -  The  debilitating  injury  outside  of  the  job  and  is  not  directly 
related  to  the  job 

Disability  retirement  is  available  to  employees  whose  health  prevents  them  from  working.  Any 
employee  who  has  met  a  minimum  service  requirement  may  qualify  for  ordinary  disability  retirement. 
Age  has  no  bearing  in  disability  retirement. 

Employees  with  certain  job  classifications,  such  as  fire  fighters  and  police  officers,  may  qualify  for 
industrial  disability  retirement  if  they  are  injured  on  the  job,  regardless  of  their  service  credit. 

Members  on  disability  retirement  receive  a  lifetime  pension,  health  service  benefits,  and,  under 
certain  circumstances,  benefits  for  their  beneficiaries.  The  pension  amount  is  usually  a  percentage  of 
the  employee's  pay.  The  amount  may  be  adjusted  if  approved  by  the  Retirement  Board. 

Abated  disability  is  the  termination  of  disability  payments  based  on  a  re-evaluation  of  the  claimed 
disability.  If  the  member  had  retired  on  a  Disability  Retirement,  the  retirement  would  be  terminated 
and  the  person  reinstated  as  an  active  member  of  the  Retirement  System. 

Disposition  Resolution  of  an  Over/Short  condition  within  Pension  Admin. 

(over/short) 

Valid  Values  are: 

•  Buy  back-  Amount  of  the  over/short  is  •      Move- Amount  is  moved  to  a  specific 
applied  to  a  buyback  period 

•  Not  Over/Short-  Not  a  valid  over/short.  •      Payroll 
Amount  is  removed  from  account 

»      Warrant-  Amount  is  used  to  create  a  payment 

Distribution  %  Indicates  what  portion  of  the  total  distribution  is  represented  by  the  warrant  being  issued  to  this  payee 

Distribution  code        a  code  that  appears  on  the  1099  to  identify  the  reason  for  the  payment  to  the  payee. 

When  the  distribution  code  is  4b,  then  the  DIST  PCT  (distribution  percentage)  field  must  be 
completed  to  appear  on  the  1099-R  tax  reporting  form. 

Code      Description 

1  Early  distribution  -  no  known  exception 

3  Disability  -early  distribution,  exceptions  apply 

4  Death 

7  Normal  distribution  from  plan 

8  Excess  contributions  plus  earnings/excess  deferrals  taxable  in  current  year 
A  1 0  year  tax  option 

B  Death  benefit  exclusion 

D  Excess  contributions  plus  earnings/excess  deferrals  taxable  2  yrs  before  curr  yr 

E  Excess  annual  additions  under  section  415 

G  Direct  rollover  to  IRA 

H  Direct  rollover  to  qualified  plan  or  tax  sheltered  annuity 

Dro  Domestic  Relations  Order  -  A  court  order  used  to  allocate  interests  between  divorced  spouses  in 

nonqualified  pensions,  usually  state  and  municipal  pensions,  as  compared  to  private  retirement 
accounts  like  401(k)'s.  The  term  "qualified"  means  the  retirement  account  is  covered  by  or  qualified 
under  ERISA  -  a  federal  law  dealing  with  employee  benefits 
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Definition 


Drop  Plan  Deferred  Retirement  Option  Plan  -  A  voluntary  plan  whereby  an  active  member  eligible  for. 

retirement  contracts  with  the  employer  to  defer  receipt  of  their  retirement  allowance  while  continuing 
to  work.  A  sum  equal  to  their  retirement  allowance  is  deposited  in  a  tax  differed  plan.  The  member 
must  participate  for  a  minimum  of  3  years  and  a  maximum  of  5  years.  At  the  end  of  the  contract 
period,  the  member  retires  with  the  years  of  service  accrued  when  the  agreement  was  entered  into  and 
begins  receiving  their  monthly  benefit.  They  will  also  be  eligible  for  a  lump-sum  payment  of  the 
DROP  Plan  balance. 

Early  Retirement        Usually  a  limited  time  offer  where  eligible  employees  are  offered  additional  years  of  service  and/or 
age  in  exchange  for  retiring  at  an  earlier  age 

Earnings 


Earnings  code 


Eligible  for 

BUYBACK 


See  Gross  earnings  and  Covered  gross  earnings. 


Earnings  Codes  are  used  in  the  Pen  Admin  Payment  Process  -  they  track  the  type  of  earning  being 
paid  to  the  payee.  Also  referred  to  as  Paycheck  Earnings  Code 

Valid  values  : 
Code-Description 
ADC-Additional  Contributions 
AEP-After-tax  EPC 
ANT-Interest  on  Additional  Contrib 
ATI -After-tax  Option  1 
ATC- After-tax  Contributions 
CL3-Suppl  $3  COLA 
CLA-Basic  COLA 
CLC-Suppl  3%  COLA 
CR3-Retro  $3  COLA 
CRA-Retro  Base  COLA 
CRC-Retro  3%  COLA 
DTH-6  Months  Earnable  Compensation 
INS-Institutional  Payment 


Code-Description 

I  NT- Interest 
IRT-Retro  Interest 
OTP-Do  Not  Use 
PEN-Pension 
PEP-Pretax  EPC 
PFT-Permanent  Fund 
PRM- Permanent  Fund 
PRT-Retroactive  Permanent  Fund 
PT1 -Pretax  Option  1 
PTC-Pretax  Contributions 
REG-Do  Not  Use 
RRP-Retro  Pension 
SVC-Service  Death  Benefit 


Effective  date  The  date  the  displayed  transaction  affected  the  account. 

The  effective  date  for  account  transactions  is  ALWAYS  the  same  as  the  last  interest  date  and  MAY 
also  be  the  date  the  account  last  received  a  payment,  a  contribution,  or  an  adjustment. 

The  effective  date  for  the  Reference  Tables  is  the  date  the  table  data  affected  the  system  transactions. 
The  system  refers  to  the  effective  date  when  selecting  values  to  use  when  calculating  account 
balances. 

Also  see  Last  interest  date. 

EGTRRA 


Economic  Growth  and  Tax  Relief  Reconciliation  Act  of  2001 
qualified  and  retirement  plan  rules. 


US  Tax  legislation  that  impacted 


See  Un-credited  service. 


Eligible  to  buy  The  original  cost  of  the  buyback  as  of  the  date  displayed  on  the  screen. 

Buy  back  principal  includes  the  original  amount  of  the  contributions  withdrawn  or  not  made,  plus  all 
the  interest  those  contributions  would  have  earned  as  of  the  last  interest  date  had  they  been  in  the 
Retirement  System. 

The  actual  cost  of  the  buyback  may  differ  from  the  original  cost  if  delinquent  payments  cause  extra 
interest  to  be  added  to  the  cost. 
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See  City  match  amount  and  Employer  paid  contribution. 


Employer  Paid  Contribution  is  a  fully  vested  contribution  made  by  the  City  and  County  of  San 


Emplid  Employee  ID  -  This  is  the  key  field  used  in  Pension  Administration  and  is  made  up  of  the  originating 

members  SS#. 

If  there  is  an  Alternate  Payee,  that  payee's  EMPLID  is  made  up  of  the  originating  member's  EMPLID 
plus  a  suffix  of  C  (Continuant)  or  Q  (QDRO) 

Employee  status  Employee's  employment  status  within  the  Pen  Admin  System.  Valid  values  are: 

•  On  Leave  •  Permanent  •  Temporary 

Employer 

contribution 

Employer  Paid 

Contribution  (EPC)      Francisco  on  behalf  of  eligible  employees  and  usually  referred  to  as  EPC. 

EPC  is  not  the  same  as  City  Match  amounts. 

EPC  may  replace  some  or  all  of  the  member's  own  regular  contributions  and  cannot  exceed  the 
amount  the  member  committed  to  contribute. 

EPC  accrues  interest  and  may  be  withdrawn  under  the  rules  that  govern  regular  contributions  the 
employee  makes. 

EPC  is  included  in  the  buyback  amount  for  prior  service  or  redeposit  buybacks. 

Adjustments  to  EPC  are  initiated  through  payroll  posting  so  that  figures  are  accurate  and  consistent 
for  the  General  Ledger,  tax  reporting,  collecting  from  the  City,  and  calculating  interest. 

When  Retirement  receives  correcting  entries  for  EPC,  the  system  credits  interest  as  of  the  date  the 
EPC  should  have  been  received,  just  as  it  does  with  retroactive  pay. 

EPC  that  is  "excess"  because  the  member  makes  reduced  rate  contributions  reduces  the  member's 
shortage. 

Usually  payroll  will  not  know  of  an  imbalance  in  EPC  that  requires  adjustment.  You  must  notify  them 
of  the  required  correction. 

When  recruits  graduate  in  the  middle  of  a  pay  period,  the  system  generates  over/short  EPC  balances, 
which  must  be  corrected. 


Employment 
category 


The  employment  category  defines  a  member's  work  status. 


Employment  period      See  Sequence  number. 


Employment 
sequence 


See  Sequence  number 


Employment  status 


Employment  status  qualifies  employees  for  membership  in  the  Retirement  System. 
Note:  Employment  Status  is  not  the  same  as  Person  Status. 


End  date 
(employment  period) 


The  last  day  of  the  employment  period. 

Employment  periods  are  identified  by  EMPLOYMENT  PERIOD  SEQUENCE  NUMBERS. 

This  is  not  the  same  as  the  END  DATE  of  a  service  period  that  was  in  effect  during  an  employment 
period. 
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End  date 
(membership) 


The  date  the  member  left  the  Retirement  System. 

The  end  date  of  membership  depends  on  the  reason  the  member  leaves  the  Retirement  System: 

If  the  member  retires,  the  end  date  is  the  day  before  the  retirement  date,  which  is  the  first  day  of 


retirement. 

If  the  member  separates,  the  end  date  is  the  separation  date  (but  not  necessarily  the  same  as  the 
withdrawal  date.) 

If  the  member  dies,  the  end  date  is  the  date  of  death. 

End  date  (payroll)      The  date  through  which  employees  are  paid.  The  end  date  is  not  the  same  as  the  processing  date  or 
the  distribution  date. 

Also  see  Payroll  dates 

End  date  (retro)  Last  day  of  the  pay  period  associated  with  the  retroactively  applied  pay  or  benefit. 

The  system  uses  this  date  for  reference  when  bringing  interest  up  to  date. 


,« End  date  (service 

^^HlSTORY) 


Entry  Date 


The  last  date  of  any  service  period  within  an  employment  period.  Service  periods  open  and  close 
with  new  START  and  END  DATEs  whenever  some  element  of  the  job  definition  changes,  such  as 
salary  or  job  step. 

The  date  on  which  an  employee  [plan  participant]  enters  the  employer's  retirement  plan. 


EPC 


See  Employer  paid  contributions 


EPC  adjustment  Members  who  pay  some  or  all  of  their  contributions  with  after-tax  dollars  receive  a  proportionate 

amount  of  EPC  in  after-tax  dollars. 

Since  Payroll  cannot  calculate  the  portion  of  EPC  that  should  be  after-tax,  the  Retirement  posting 
programs  perform  the  calculation,  then  feed  the  amounts  back  to  Payroll  to  adjust  for  taxes  withheld 
from  the  members'  pay  checks  in  the  next  pay  run. 

Event  date  Xhe  date  the  member  retires,  effectively  the  member's  last  date  of  work. 

The  Pen  Admin  calculation  process  uses  this  date  to  sum  all  service  credits,  earnings,  age,  and 
employee  contributions  to  check  the  eligibility  of  retirement  as  of  the  event  date. 

,  Fae 


See  Average  Earnings,  Final  Average  Earnings 


Federal  tax  Portion  of  a  SFERS  payment  withheld  for  payment  of  Federal  income  tax. 

The  Pen  Admin  System  withholds  20%  from  U.S.  residents  and  30%  from  non-US  residents. 

You  may  override  the  tax  amount  the  system  automatically  calculates. 

The  system  makes  no  federal  tax  withholding  on  behalf  of  beneficiaries  who  were  not  married  to  the 
member,  such  as  children,  parents,  friends,  or  estates  since  they  are  not  eligible  for  rollovers. 

FICA  A  combination  of  contributions  to  OASDI  and  Medicare.  Members  who  make  FICA  contributions 

are  eligible  to  make  reduced  contributions  to  the  Retirement  System  until  they  reach  the  FICA  limit. 

After  reaching  the  FICA  limit,  members  must  make  full  rather  than  reduced  contributions. 


FICA  AMOUNT 


The  amount  withheld  from  warrants  for  Social  Security. 


FICA  CONTRIBUTION 


FICA  exempt 


The  cumulative  amount  of  FICA  withheld  from  regular  payroll  amounts  for  the  calendar  year 
Members  who  make  FICA  contributions  are  eligible  to  make  reduced  contributions  to  Retirement 
until  they  reach  the  FICA  limit  for  the  year. 

The  FICA  exemption  flag  indicates  whether  the  member  is  required  to  make  FICA  contributions. 


FICA  percentage  Jhe  percentage  of  salary  withheld  as  a  contribution  to  OASDI  and  Medicare  (FICA). 
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FICA  wages  The  total  salary  subject  to  withholding  for  FICA  contributions. 

The  following  payroll  deductions  reduce  the  gross  pay  when  calculating  FICA  but  do  NOT  reduce 
gross  pay  when  deriving  the  Contribution  Amount : 

•  Cafeteria  plan 

•  Deferred  compensation 

The  following  pay  types  are  subject  to  FICA,  but  do  not  reduce  the  Contribution  Amount  by  the 
amount  of  the  FICA: 

•  Overtime 

•  Health  benefits  for  domestic  partners 

Also  see  Imputed  pay  and  Non-FICA  amount. 

Final  average  Member's  highest  average  monthly  salary  over  a  specified  time  period  as  determined  by  retirement 

earnings  plan  and  governing  city  charter  section 

See  Average  Earnings 

Fiscal  month  The  number  that  identifies  the  sequential  order  of  the  months  in  the  fiscal  year  for  each  source  of 

transactions. 

The  PPSD,  Community  College,  and  School  District  months  are  derived  form  pay  period  end  dates, 
so  usually  span  two  months.  The  fiscal  month  date  for  on-line  transactions  is  always  the  last  day  of 
the  calendar  month. 

Month  0  is  always  the  last  day  of  the  prior  fiscal  year  (06/30/CCYY).  Data  with  an  effective  date  on 
or  before  this  date  belongs  to  the  prior  fiscal  year. 

SFUSD  often  skips  pay  months,  so  may  have  00/00/00  as  a  valid  post-to-FAMIS  date  for  some  fiscal 
months. 

V 

Fiscal  year  a  12-month  accounting  period.  The  City's  fiscal  year  is  July  1  -  June  30.  When  looking  up 

information  for  a  fiscal  year,  you  specify  the  year  in  which  the  fiscal  year  ends.  For  example,  fiscal 
year  2006  runs  from  July  1,  2005  -  June  30,  2006. 

FLSA  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act  -  Federal  law  that  establishes  minimum  wage,  overtime  pay,  recordkeeping, 

and  child  labor  standards  affecting  full-time  and  part-time  workers  in  the  private  sector  and  in 
Federal,  State,  and  local  governments 


From  date 


See  Start  date  (Buybacks). 


FSB  Family  Service  Bureau  -  A  social  services  agency  within  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  also 

referred  to  as  Child  Support  Services.  Before  processing  a  member's  Retirement,  Payroll  is  checked 
for  possible  liens,  including  those  from  the  FSB. 

Also  see  Child  Support  Services,  Deductions  and  Offset. 


Function  result 


Future  Action 


FY 


When  the  Pen  Admin  System  performs  a  benefit  calculation,  it  goes  through  a  number  of  predefined 
steps  based  on  each  plan's  Business  Rules.  As  it  steps  through  each  process,  it  stores  the  result  of 
each  calculation  in  a  Function  Result.  As  an  example,  years  of  service  are  calculated  and  stored  in  a 
Function  Result  that  will  be  used  in  determining  the  member's  final  benefit  calculation. 

See  Adjustment,   Overrides 

The  Pen  Admin  General  Comments  page  has  an  Action  Date  Field  -  if  the  user  enter  a  future  date  in 
that  field  the  Pen  Admin  System  places  the  comment  in  a  Future  Action  report 

See  Fiscal  year 


Garnishment 


See  Deductions 
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Garnishment  type 


Under  certain  circumstances,  a  SFERS  payee  may  have  his  payment  off-set  by  a  legal  claim  for 
monies  owed.  Valid  Values  are  : 


Chapter  13  Bankruptcy 
Court  Order 
Controller's  Warrant 


Child  Support 
Federal  Tax  Levy 


Spouse/Family  Support 
State  Tax  Levy 


Garnishment  status 


The  Pen  Admin  system  allows  SFERS  to  track  the  on-going  status  of  a  garnishment  order  once  it  has 
been  received.  Valid  Values  are: 


•  Garnishment  Request  Approved 

•  Garnishment  Request  Rejected 

•  Garnishment  Deduction  Suspended 


Garnishment  Deduction  Completed 
Garnishment  Request  Received 


GlLMORE  PAYMENT 


Gilmore  Status 


When  retirement  benefits  are  allocated  as  part  of  a  divorce  settlement,  the  divorced  spouse  can  begin 
to  collect  the  allocated  portion  at  age  50,  regardless  of  whether  the  working  spouse  is  retired. 

A  status  within  the  Pen  Admin  System  to  indicate  the  current  status  of  a  Gilmore  payment  account. 
Valid  values  are  : 


Maxed  Out 
None 


Ongoing 
Retired 


Goal  amount 


Graduation  date 


The  product  of  the  Payroll  Deduction  Amount  times  Number  of  Pay  Periods. 

This  total  incorporates  the  interest  amortized  over  the  life  of  the  projected  payroll  deduction  period. 

The  last  day  police  and  fire  recruits  belong  to  a  miscellaneous  plan  and  the  day  before  they  join  a 
uniform  plan. 

Also  see  End  date  (membership) 

Gross  earnings  Amount  paid  to  the  member  for  the  pay  period  consisting  of  both  covered  and  non-covered  salary. 

Gross  pay  rate 

amount 


The  hourly  rate  of  pay.  Hourly  pay  is  the  basis  for  calculating  all  City  salaries. 


Gross  pay  rate  type     jhe  unit  of  time  used  to  calculate  the  employee's  pay. 


Group 


Group  Code 


Guardian  name 


The  name  of  a  guardian  or  conservator  if  the  beneficiary  is  a  minor  child  or  a  dependent  adult. 


Holidays  Days  the  City's  personnel  departments  recognize  as  holidays  during  the  specified  year.  The 

Retirement  System  refers  to  the  table  of  holidays  when  determining  valid  payroll  dates  and  valid 
warrant  issue  dates. 

Hours  Hours  the  member  worked  during  the  pay  period  that  counts  toward  qualification  for  retirement 

benefits. 

Members  may  not  earn  more  than  one  ( 1 .000)  year's  service  credit  during  a  fiscal  year,  regardless  of 
the  number  of  hours  they  work. 

Hours  biweekly  The  number  of  hours  a  particular  salary  schedule  uses  as  the  norm  during  a  two-week  pay  period. 

The  biweekly  hours  are  used  to  calculate  the  hours  per  year  an  employee  is  expected  to  work. 

Hours  worked  is  the  basis  for  calculating  a  member's  service  credit. 
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Hours  yearly  The  number  of  hours  a  particular  salary  schedule  uses  as  the  norm  during  an  employment  year  (a 

fiscal  year).  The  yearly  hours  are  calculated  from  the  hours  an  employee  is  expected  to  work  during  a 
biweekly  pay  period. 

Hours  worked  is  the  basis  for  calculating  a  member's  service  credit. 

Imputed  pa.y  Benefits  paid  by  others  on  behalf  of  the  employee  which  the  employee  must  treat  as  income  by  paying 

FICA.  Such  benefits  are  not  necessarily  included  in  the  covered  gross  pay  used  to  calculate  the 
Retirement  CONTRIBUTION  AMOUNT. 

The  following  paid  benefits  (imputed  pay)  are  subject  to  FICA,  but  do  not  reduce  the 
CONTRIBUTION  AMOUNT  by  the  amount  of  the  FICA: 

Health  benefits  for  domestic  partners 

Imputed  pay  is  not  displayed  on  any  screen,  but  collected  from  payroll  to  use  in  calculating  expected 
contributions. 

Also  see  FICA  wages,  Non-FICA  amount,  and  EPC  adjustment. 

Interest  The  total  interest  Retirement  has  paid  into  an  account. 

The  system  tracks  interest  separately  for: 

•  Standard  contributions  (pre-tax,  after-tax,  and  EPC) 

•  Additional  contributions 

•  Buyback  amounts  (pre-tax  and  after  tax) 

•  Shortage  amounts  (interest  that  would  have  accrued  had  the  member  paid  full  rather  than 
reduced  contributions) 

All  interest  earned  in  any  Retirement  plan  is  tax  deferred.  Members  pay  no  taxes  on  the  earned 
interest  until  they  withdraw  it  from  the  system. 

Interest  that  members  pay  or  re-pay  with  buybacks  can  be  either  pre-tax  or  after  tax  and  is  tracked 
accordingly. 

Usually  the  System  updates  interest  in  two  running  totals: 

•  Fiscal  year-to-date  (annual)  total 

•  Category  (membership  period)  total 

Also  see  Catch-up  interest,  Repaid  interest,  Regular  interest,  and  Interest  dale  for  retro. 

Interest  as  of  See  Last  interest  date  and  Interest  date  of  retro. 

(or  interest  date) 

Interest  date  for         Date  from  which  the  retroactive  pay  or  benefit  should  earn  interest.  The  system  uses  this  date  to  bring 
RETR0  interest  up-to-date  in  the  account  on  the  retroactive  amount. 

This  data  does  not  cause  a  payroll  transaction  to  reject;  therefore,  you  cannot  modify  this  field  on  the 
CRF  screen. 

Interest  dates  from     Displays  the  period  for  which  the  system  calculated  the  interest  displayed  in  the  INTEREST  ON 
tAND]  T0  UNPAID  PRINCIPAL  FIELD. 

The  TO  date  is  the  date  the  first  buyback  payment  is  received.  This  may  be  either  the: 

•  Payroll  period  effective  date 

•  Date  the  lump  sum  payment  was  received 
Also  see  Catch-up  interest. 

Interest  paid  by  Interest  Retirement  paid  on  the  amounts  the  member  has  paid  against  the  buyback  as  of  the  displayed 

retirement  on  jate    gotn  repajd  principal  and  repaid  interest  earn  Retirement-paid  interest,  regardless  of  whether 

the  repayment  was  with  pre-tax  or  after-tax  dollars. 


repaid  balance  as  of 
[mm/dd/ccyy 


Interest  paid  by  Retirement  is  pre-tax  and  is  maintained  as  a  separate  total  in  the  system. 
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Interest  rate 


IRS  form  8233 


The  percentage  the  Retirement  System  uses  to  calculate  interest  earned  on: 

•  Standard  contributions 

•  Additional  contributions 

•  Shortage  amounts  (The  interest  that  would  have  accrued  had  the  member  been  paying  full 
rather  than  reduced  contributions) 

•  Buyback  amounts 

Exemption  from  Withholding  on  Compensation 


IRS  form  w9 


Request  for  Taxpayer  Identification  Number  and  Certification 


IRS  form  1042- s 


Foreign  Person's  U.S.  Source  Income  Subject  to  Withholding 


IRS  form  1099  Earrings  statement  used  to  for  tax  reporting.  SFERS  issues  1099  statements  for  all  payees  in  a 

calendar  year 

IRS  form  w8-ben  Certificate  of  Foreign  Status  of  Beneficial  Owner  for  U.S.  Tax  Withholding 

Job  classification        \  classification  of  City  employment.  Each  position  has  defined  duties  and  rates  of  pay.  The 

employee  moves  through  five  or  ten  pay  levels  (steps)  within  each  job  classification  while  continuing 
service  at  the  same  job. 

The  Job  History  page  in  Pension  Admin  displays  the  classification  in  which  the  member  was  working 
during  the  displayed  employment  period. 

Job  step  Code  that  identifies  the  employee's  job  step.  Depending  on  the  job  classification,  employees  move 

through  five  pay  levels  (steps)  or  ten  pay  levels  within  each  job  classification  while  continuing  service 
at  the  same  job. 

Job  title  The  title  of  the  staff  position  with  a  specific  job  classification  and  a  specific  salary  schedule. 

Joinder  A  legal  process  wherein  an  unrelated  third-party  is  brought  into  the  proceedings  .  As  an  example, 

when  a  husband  and  wife  are  going  through  a  divorce  proceeding  -  one  of  the  parties  can  issue  a 
joinder  bringing  SFERS  into  the  proceedings 

Labor  service  a  labor  service  buyback  is  available  to  members  with  qualifying  service  in  a  union  or  labor 

buyback  organization.  Members  formally  request  this  type  of  buyback,  then  Retirement  analysts  determine 

whether  the  labor  service  meets  the  City's  qualifications  for  this  type  of  buyback. 

Last  interest  date       jne  date  interest  was  last  credited  to  the  member's  Retirement  account.  This  includes  the  interest 
Retirement  has  paid  on  a  buyback's  repaid  balance. 

The  system  updates  interest  on  the  account  whenever  it  posts: 

Data  from  Payroll 

OTC  payments 

Adjustments  you  make  on-line  for  data  maintenance 

Reversals  of  payroll  data,  OTC  receipts,  or  data  maintenance 

Retroactive  pay 

Payroll  adjustments 
The  system  credit  interest  on  retroactive  pay  and  on  the  corrections  to  EPC  it  receives  via  payroll 
adjustments  as  of  the  date  the  pay  or  EPC  should  have  been  received. 

The  system  does  not  post  catch-up  interest  to  a  retired  member's  account  for  dates  after  the  retirement 
date. 

Also  see  Effective  date  and  Run  interest  date 


Last  name 


See  Name. 
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Last  payment  date       Last  date  a  payment  was  received  for  the  displayed  buyback.  This  last  payment  may  have  been 
received  via: 

•  Payroll  deduction 

•  Over  the  counter  as  a  cash  payment 

•      Data  maintenance  as  an  adjustment 

Legal  condition  a  code  that  identifies  the  lien  or  other  legal  condition  impeding  the  account.  Valid  Values  are: 

1 .  Owe  Tax  Lien 

2.  Owe  City 

3.  Owe  FSB 

4.  Owe  Ex 

5.  Other 


Life  Expectancy 


Lump  Sum 
Distribution 


1 .  The  age  until  which  a  person  is  expected  to  live. 

2.  The  remaining  number  of  years  an  individual  is  expected  to  live,  based  on  IRS  issued  life 
expectancy  tables.  The  life  expectancy,  for  required  minimum  distribution  (RMD) 
calculation  purposes,  is  determined  by  the  current  age  of  the  individual. 

See  RMD 

One  time  payment  of  account  balance  to  either  the  member,  beneficiary  or  an  institution  because  of 
termination  of  employment,  death  or  member  election.. 


Manual  Check  a  pension  payment  issued  outside  of  the  Pen  Admin  System  either  because  of  the  complexity  of  the 

case  or  timing  of  the  payment. 

See  Warrant 

Marital  status  The  member's  marital  status..  Valid  values  are  : 

•  Divorced  •  Separated 

•  Domestic  Partner •  Single 


•  Married 

•  Widowed 


Marriage  date 


The  date  the  member  married  the  beneficiary. 


5    -  Match  amount 


See  City  match  amount 


Match  rate 


See  City  match  rate 


Maximum  fica 
contribution 


See  FICA  contribution. 


Maximum  fica  wages    See  FICA  wages. 


Maximum  pay  rate        See  Pay  rate. 


Medicare  amount         The  deduction  taken  from  each  pay  check  as  the  contribution  toward  Medicare. 

Medicare 
percentage 


The  percentage  of  salary  withheld  as  a  contribution  to  the  federal  Medicare  program. 


Member  accounting     SFERS  '  Member  Accounting  System  used  to  track  member  contributions  and  service  before  the 
implementation  of  Pension  Admin.  No  longer  used 

Membership  status       The  status  of  a  specific  membership  periods.  Members  may  have  multiple  membership  periods, 
which  may  be  open  or  closed. 


The  membership  period  status  is  updated  by: 
Data  posted  from  the  payroll  system. 


Membership  date  See  Start  date  (membership). 


Membership  end 
date 


See  End  date  (membership). 
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Definition 


Membership  period       xne  time  period  during  which  City  employment  qualifies  toward  Retirement  service  credit. 

Also  see  Sequence  number. 

Mailing  address  Address  where  member  receive  mail.  In  most  cases  the  member's  home  address  is  the  mailing 

address.  However,  there  may  be  instances  where  the  member  maintains  a  different  address  for  mail 
receipt  (  i.e.  member  is  traveling  and  wishes  to  receive  mail  at  a  different  address  or  member 
maintains  a  PO  Box  for  mail  receipt).  The  Pen  Admin  System  allows  you  to  denote  a  different 
mailing  address  for  the  member. 

Message  log  When  a  calculation  or  report  request  is  submitted  to  Pension  Admin  the  results  of  the  steps  are  stored 

in  a  message  log  that  can  be  used  to  trouble  shoot  if  the  job  fails. 

Military  service  \  military  service  buyback  is  available  to  members  with  qualifying  military  service.  Members 

buyback  formally  request  this  type  of  buyback,  then  the  Retirement  analysts  determine  whether  the  military 

service  meets  the  City's  qualifications  for  this  type  of  buyback. 

Name  The  member,  payee  or  the  beneficiary  first  name,  middle  initial  and  last  name. 

National  ID  Generally  accepted  identification  number  used  by  the  Pen  Admin  system.  Valid  values  are  : 

•  Member/Payee  Social  Security  Number  •  Estate  Tax  ID 


New  Plan 


SFERS  administers  a  2  tier  benefit  system.  Employees  who  became  plan  members  before  1 1/2/1976 
are  said  to  be  Old  Plan  members  while  Employees  who  become  plan  members  after  1 1/2/1976  are 
said  to  be  New  Plan  members. 

Within  each  plan  there  are  separate  plans  for  Fire,  Police  and  Miscellaneous  members. 

Non-covered  gross      Amount  paid  to  the  employee  as  overtime  pay.  Overtime  is  not  included  in  a  member's  covered  gross 
when  calculating  contributions  or  benefits. 

Also  see  Over-time  hours. 

Non-FICA  amount        xhe  portion  of  the  employee's  total  pay  that  is  subject  to  Retirement  withholding,  but  not  to  FICA 
withholding. 

For  example,  cafeteria  pay  is  subject  to  Retirement  withholding,  but  not  to  FICA  withholding. 

Also  see  FICA  wages  and  Imputed  pay. 

Non-taxable  option-    ynat  portion  of  the  Option- 1  benefit  amount  that  is  not  subject  to  withholding  because  it  is  based  on 
1  T0TAL  after-tax  contributions. 

Also  see  Taxable  Option- 1  total 

OASDI  Old  Age  and  Survivors  Disability  Insurance  -  The  official  name  for  the  Social  Security  program 

OASDI  percentage       jhe  percentage  of  salary  withheld  as  a  contribution  to  Social  Security.    It  and  MEDICARE  comprise 
FICA. 

Also  see  FICA 

ODOC  On-line  Document  Storage  facility  used  by  SFERS  . 
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Definition 


.*$DOC  Document 

Member  documents  are  electronically  stored  in  on-line  folders 

type 

transaction  type.  Valid  Values 

arc 

ACTIVE  FOLDER 

RETIREMENT  FOLDER 

A 1  -Enrollment  Packet 

Rl -Retirement  Packet 

- 

A2-Demographic  Changes 

R2-Demographic  changes 

A3-General  Correspondence 

A 

R3-General  correspondence 

A4-Account  Adjustments 
/Corrections 

• 

R4-Adjustment/Corrections 
R5-Tax  Related  Matters 

A7-Extemal  reciprocity 

R6-Lost  Warrant  Affidavits 

A8-Membership  Termination 
Packet 

A9-Employment  Status  Changes 

AlO-Counseling  Information 

A 1 1  -Buyback  and  Internal 
Reciprocity 

DEATH  FOLDER 
Dl -Death  Packet 
D5-Tax  related  Matters 
D9-Death  certificate 

PRIOR  SERS  MEMBER 

AI2-Retirement  Application 
Cancelled/Denied 

P3  -Correspondance 

CONTINUANT  FOLDER 

I  on  the  member's  status  and  the 

LEGAL  FOLDER 
L3-Correspondance 
L7-Liens,Levies,offsets 
L8-Other  Benefit  claims 
L9-Certificates 
LIO-Marriage  Dissolution 
LI  1-Settlemnt  Agreements 
BENEFICIARY  FOLDER 
Change  of  Beneficiary  form 


Cl-Continuation/QDRO  Packet 
C2-Demographic  Changes 
C3-Correspondance 
C4-Adjustments 
C5-Tax  Related  Matters 
C6-Lost  warrant  Affidavits 


Offset 


An  amount  withheld  from  amounts  due  to  the  member  or  other  payee,  representing  liens  or  results  of 
other  legal  action  against  the  payee. 

The  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code,  Section  10.27-1  provides  the  general  guidelines  for  offsets. 

When  you  specify  deductions  for  offsets  from  a  payee's  warrant,  the  Retirement  System  automatically 
generates  warrants  for  those  deduction  amounts,  payable  to  the  offset  payees.  The  Retirement  System 
automatically  generates  warrants  for: 

Rollover  institutions 

Family  Support  Bureau  (FSB)  (payable  to  the  county  sheriff) 

Garnishments  (payable  to  the  county  sheriff) 

Workers'  compensation  (payable  to  the  county  sheriff) 

Bankruptcy  (payable  to  the  county  sheriff). 


Old  Plan 


SFERS  administers  a  2  tier  benefit  system.  Employees  who  became  plan  members  before  1 1/2/1976 
are  said  to  be  Old  Plan  members  while  Employees  who  become  plan  members  after  1 1/2/1976  are 
said  to  be  New  Plan  members. 

Within  each  plan  there  are  separate  plans  for  Fire,  Police  and  Miscellaneous  members  and  each  of  the 
plans  have  had  subsequent  voter  approved  Charter  Amendments 


See  Buyout,  New  Plan 


OTC 


See  Over  the  Counter  Pa  yiuent 
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OPEB 


OPTION-I 


Options 


See  OTHER  POSTEMPLOYMENT BENEFITS 


The  Retirement  OPTION- 1  death  benefit  pays  a  lump  sum  to  the  retiree's  survivors. 

The  OPTION  1  benefit  may,  but  need  not,  be  used  in  conjunction  with  the  100/3000  Benefit. 


A  member  may  elect  to  receive  a  smaller  retirement  allowance  by  choosing  an  Optional  Payment  Plan 
in  which  one  or  more  eligible  dependents  may  receive  either  a  lump  sum  or  a  continuation  of  a 
percentage  of  the  member's  allowance.  Currently,  the  Retirement  System  has  the  following  options: 


OPTION  1  pays  a  lump  sum  to  survivors.  If  selected,  the  member  designates  one  or  more 
beneficiaries  to  receive  option  benefits  and  death  benefits. 

OPTION  2  pays  continuing  benefits  to  survivors.  If  selected,  the  member  designates  one  or 
more  beneficiaries  to  receive  option  benefits  and  death  benefits.  Beneficiaries  must  be 
identified  with  a  birth  date  and  relationship  code. 

OPTION  3  also  pays  continuing  benefits  to  survivors.  The  member  must  provide  the  same    # 
information  as  in  OPTION  2. 


Origdepben 


Origemplid 


Original 
transaction 
balance  (  check 

I  his!) 


Choosing  one  of  the  three  options  causes  a  reduction  in  the  member's  retirement  benefit.  The  actual 
amount  of  the  reduction  is  based  on  the  beneficiary's  age  and  marital  status.  Calculated  amounts  are 
based  on  actuarial  tables. 

Retirees  also  may  choose  an  unmodified  plan  that  does  not  decrease  retirement  benefits.  If  members 
select  this  option,  they  still  must  designate  one  or  more  beneficiaries  to  receive  death  benefits. 


Within  Pen  Admin  System,  the  original  dependent  beneficiary 


Within  the  Pen  Admin  System,  the  originating  EmplID.  When  an  alternative  payee  is  set-up,  the 
payee  record  uses  the  originating  member's  EmplID  as  the  foundation  for  the  new  EmplID 


The  over/short  record  reflects  how  an  amount  added  to  or  subtracted  from  the  member's  account 
differs  from  the  amount  the  system  expected.  The  ORIGINAL  TRANSACTION  BALANCE  is  the 
amount  of  that  difference. 

Every  transaction  that  the  system  perceives  as  creating  an  over/short  condition  appears  on  the 
Over/Short  Adjustments  Detail  page  with  an  amount  in  the  ORIGINAL  TRANSACTION  BALANCE 
field.  It  remains  on  the  screen  until  BOTH  the  following  conditions  are  met: 

The  UNRESOLVED  TRANSACTION  AMOUNT  is  0.00  for  at  least  60  days 

Statements  for  the  fiscal  year  that  included  the  over/short  condition  have  been  sent  to  members 

Also  see  Unresolved  transaction  amount 


Other 
postemployment 

BENEFITS  (OPEB) 


Post  employment  benefits  other  than  retirement  benefits. 

Other  post  employment  benefits  include  post  employment  healthcare  benefits,  regardless  of  the  type 
of  plan  that  provides  them,  and  all  post  employment  benefits  provided  separately  from  a  retirement 
plan,  excluding  benefits  defined  as  termination  offers  and  benefits. 


Over  the  Counter 
Payment  (OTC) 


Payment  received  by  SFERS  staff-  usually  for  payment  of  all  or  part  of  a  buyback 


Otc  payment 
simulation 


The  amount  of  a  projected  over-the-counter  payment  and  the  payment  date. 


Outstanding 
balance 


The  portion  of  the  adjusted  amount  to  buy  back  that  has  not  been  repaid  yet. 
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Over  The  positive  difference  between  contributions  the  system  actually  received  and  what  it  should  have 

received  based  on  the  business  rules  derived  from  a  combination  of  labor  contracts  (  MOUs),  job 
classifications  and  plan  codes. 

Payroll  posting,  on-line  adjustments,  and  over-the-counter  payments  all  update  the  over/short  record 
when  necessary. 

Overrides  Within  the  Pension  Admin  System's  benefit  calculation  process  you  can  substitute  your  own  values 

over  the  system  calculated  function  results.  As  an  example,  if  the  system  calculated  years  of  service  is 
incorrect,  you  can  substitute  your  own  values.  Values  you  can  override  include  the  following  : 

•  Final  Average  Earnings 

•  Service 

•  Contributions 

See  Adjustments,  Function  Results 

Overtime  Miscellaneous  members  with  membership  dates  before  1 1/2/76  have  both  regular  and  paid  overtime 

—^    ^&  earnings  included  in  their  covered  gross  earnings.  Miscellaneous  employees  with  membership  dates 

after  1 1/2/76  have  only  regular  earnings  included  in  their  covered  gross  earnings.  Members  of  PERS 
have  only  regular  earnings  included  in  their  covered  gross  earnings. 

Over-time  hours  (or     Hours  worked  during  the  pay  period  that  exceed  those  that  are  designated  for  the  job  classification. 

OT  HOURS) 

For  some  plans,  over-time  hours  are  included  in  the  Retirement  calculations.  Other  plans  do  not 
include  over-time  hours. 

Owed  to  retirement     See  Contribution  owed  to  Retirement. 

P 1 03  Registered  nurses  hired  on  a  per  diem  basis  are  not  considered  participants  of  the  SFERS  plans 

effective  1/1/1988.  P103  refers  to  the  SF  DHR  job  class  designation  for  per  diem  nurses. 

Participation  date       The  date  the  member  started  participation  in  a  particular  benefit  plan. 

Pay  The  amount  of  the  member's  covered  gross  pay,  which  is  the  amount  that  is  included  when  calculating 

contributions  to  the  member's  Retirement  account. 

Also  see  Gross  earnings  and  Covered  gross  earnings. 

Pay  calendar  Payment  schedule  set-up  and  maintained  by  SFERS  staff  showing  when  monthly  payments  will  be 

issued. 

In  Pen  Admin,  payments  are  generated  once  a  month  and  are  payable  at  the  beginning  of  the  month. 
As  an  example,  June  payments  are  payable  on  June  1  and  must  be  processed  in  May  in  order  to  be 
delivered  to  the  payee  by  June  1.  Therefore,  the  payroll  system  must  be  closed  early  enough  to  allow 
for  validation  and  reconciliation  of  the  pay  sheets. 

SFERS  operations  publish  a  monthly  close  schedule  (pay  calendar)  each  year  detailing  when  pay 
sheets  are  run. 

Pay  Calendar  information  is  also  maintained  within  the  Pen  Admin  System. . 

Pay  Calculation  In  the  Pension  Admin  System,  the  process  whereby  data  created  in  the  pay  sheets  is  used  to  calculate 

a  payee's  gross  and  net  payment  as  well  as  any  deductions.  Error  reports  are  created  during  this 
process  that  must  be  corrected  before  moving  on  to  the  next  step  in  the  payment  process  (Pay 
Confirm) 

Pay  confirm  Within  the  Pension  Admin  System,  the  process  of  verifying  all  payments,  adjustments,  taxes, 

deductions,  .garnishments  and  reversals  have  been  properly  recorded  and  reconciled  for  a  specific 
pay  period  and  are  ready  for  actual  posting  and  payment 

Pay  frequency  The  schedule  on  which  payees  are  paid  (monthly  for  Pen  Admin.) 
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Pay  period  end  date 


The  system  receives  the  pay  period  end  date  from  the  Payroll  Systems.  It  uses  the  date  to  determine 
the  pay  period  start  date,  which  in  turn,  determines  the  effective  date  for  the  following  plan  code 
constants: 

•  Employee  contribution  rate 

•  Employer  contribution  rate  (EPC) 

•  City  Match  percent 

•  Death  benefit  for  active  members 

•  Cost  of  Living  Adjustment  (COLA)  rate 


Pay  period  end  date      See  End  date  (payroll). 


Pay  periods  per  year    since  bi-weekly  pay  periods  fall  on  specific  days  of  the  week,  the  number  of  pay  periods  in  a  year 

varies  slightly  from  year  to  year.  Some  years  have  26.000  biweekly  pay  periods.  Most  years  have  26 
plus  some  fraction  more. 

The  Retirement  System  uses  the  number  of  pay  periods  in  the  year  to  calculate  the  amount  of  service 
credit  earned  during  that  specific  year. 

Pay  Line 


Refers  to  a  single  line  of  payee  data  within  the  Paysheet 
See  Pay  Sheet 


Pay  rate 


See  Gross  pay  rate  amount 


Pay  sheet  Before  automated  data  processing,  payroll  departments  used  sheets  of  ruled  paper  to  compile  the 

information  required  to  calculate  pay  and  produce  paychecks  for  the  employees  scheduled  to  be  paid 
within  a  given  pay  period.  These  were  called  pay  sheets,  and  each  horizontal  row  of  data  on  the 
paysheet,  typically  representing  one  employee,  was  called  a  line  or  payline. 

The  Pension  Admin  System  uses  the  same  metaphors  in  its  payment  process.  Thus,  a  paysheet  in 
Pension  Admin  refers  to  the  process  whereby  pertinent  payroll  data  is  pulled  from  the  various 
database  tables. 

Pay  type  An  indication  of  why  the  pay  was  credited  to  the  employee. 

Also  see  Imputed  pay  and  EPC  adjustment. 

Payee  adjustment 
schedule 


Pen  Admin  Page  where  adjustments  to  on-going  payments  are  made  (  i.e.  COLA  adjustments) 


Payee  Person  or  institution  receiving  a  benefit  payment  from  SFERS.  While  most  payments  are  generated 

via  the  Pen  Admin  System;  payments  may  also  be  issued  via  a  Controller's  warrant. 


Payroll  cross 
reference 


Payee  manual 
schedule 


Payee  name 


Payee  Payment 
Schedule 


A  search  function  within  the  Pen  Admin  System  that  allows  the  user  to  enter  a  member's  EmplID  and 
review  all  employee  record  numbers  and  related  payroll  systems  and  payroll  IDs  associated  to  the 
EmplID 

See  Employee  Record  Xumher 

A  page  within  the  Pension  Admin  System  that  allows  the  manual  set-up  of  an  ongoing  pension 
payment  or  COLA  adjustment. 

See  Payee  Payment  Schedule 

The  name  of  the  person  or  institution  who  will  receive  a  payment  from  the  Pen  Admin  System  or  a 
manual  warrant  from  the  Controller's  office. 

A  page  within  the  Pension  Admin  System  that  allows  the  set-up  of  a  regular  pension  payment  where 
the  payment  amounts  are  derived  from  a  system  pension  calculation 
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Payee  type 


The  reason  the  payee  qualifies  for  payment.  Valid  values  are 

•  Active  Member 

•  Continuant 

•  Dissolution  Payee,  Lifetime 

•  Dissolution  Payee,  Stop  at  Member's  death 

•  Retiree 


P*YEE  PAYMENT 
SCHEDULE 


Pen  Admin  page  where  on-going  pension  payments  are  setup  after  Pension  Calculation 


Payment  date 


Payroll 

adjustments 


See  Warrant  date. 


Payment  type  The  reason  for  the  specific  payment;  usually  related  to  the  Payee  Type. 

Valid  Values  are: 

•  Active  Death 

•  Active  Termination 

•  Contribution  Adjustment  (?) 

•  Pension 

•  Retiree  death 


Payroll  adjustments  occur  for  a  number  of  reasons,  including  actions  to  : 

•  Correct  prior  period  earnings 

•  Offset  cancelled  warrants 

•  Offset  refunds  of  taxes  or  other  deductions 


The  rules  for  determining  if  the  adjustment  earnings  are  included  in  covered  gross  earnings  are  the 
same  as  for  normal  pay.  The  employee's  contribution  rate  is  the  one  in  effect  during  the  period 
covered  by  the  adjustment.  For  example: 

If  the  adjustment  is  for  a  pay  period  when  the  employee  was  not  a  member,  then  no  employee  or  City 
contribution  is  required. 

If  the  adjustment  is  for  a  pay  period  in  a  prior  fiscal  year,  then  the  employee  contribution  rate  is  what 
was  in  effect  during  that  prior  fiscal  year. 

If  the  adjustment  is  for  a  pay  period  in  current  fiscal  year,  then  the  current  employee  rate  of 
contribution  is  applied. 

The  City  contribution  rate  is  applied  to  the  covered  adjustment  earnings  using  the  rate  appropriate  to 
the  period  in  question. 

The  system  posts  payroll  adjustments  as  transactions  for  the  current  fiscal  year,  regardless  of  the  pay 
period  that  required  the  adjustment.  The  system  updates  account  interest  to  accommodate  the  effect 
of  the  adjustment. 

Since  Retirement  benefits  are  calculated  based  on  the  last  26  or  78  pay  periods,  adjusted  earnings 
must  be  identified  and  reported  for  the  specific  pay  periods  that  are  affected. 
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Definition 


Payroll  dates  The  payroll  systems  use  three  dates  when  processing  payrolls: 

•  Pay  period  end  date 

•  Payroll  processing  date 

•  Payroll  distribution  date 

The  dates  are  different  for  each  of  the  payroll  systems. 

The  payroll  processing  date  becomes  the  interest  date  in  the  Retirement  System.  The  distribution  date 
is  the  date  the  employees  receive  pay  warrants.  It  has  no  bearing  on  Retirement  System  processing. 

PPSD  and  SFCCD 

End  date  =  Alternate  Fridays 

Processing  date  =  9  days  after  end  date 

SFUSD  -  Classified 

End  date  =  Alternate  Tuesdays 

Processing  date  =  8  days  after  end  date 

SFUSD  -  Certificated 

End  date  =  20th  of  each  month 

Processing  date  =  10  days  after  end  date 

SFUSD  issues  supplemental  payrolls  on  the  same  schedule  as  regular  payrolls  to  compensate 
classified  and  Certificated  employees  for  weekend,  extra-curricular,  and  summer  school  duties. 

Payroll  adjustments  are  separate  from  the  regular  and  supplemental  payrolls.  SFUSD  usually  adjusts 
both  its  systems  once  a  month.  PPSD  and  SFCCD  usually  make  adjustments  only  once  a  year,  near 
year-end,  before  preparing  W-2  income  reporting  forms  for  employees. 

Retroactive  payment  adjustments  also  are  separate  from  the  regular  and  supplemental  payrolls. 
Retroactive  pay  is  posted  as  needed  and  usually  affects  only  a  few  accounts. 

Payroll  deduction       See  Deduction  amount  and  Total  of  payroll  Deductions. 

Pa  yroll  end  date  See  End  date  (payroll) 

Payroll  ID  The  unique  number  that  identifies  the  member  in  the  PPSD,  SFCCD,  and  SFUSD  Classified  and 

Certificated  Payroll  Systems.  You  cannot  search  for  employee  or  member  information  by  payroll  ID 
in  the  on-line  Retirement  System. 

Employees  with  more  than  one  job  classification  or  who  worked  for  the  City  before  the  current 
Payroll  Systems  were  installed,  may  have  more  than  one  payroll  ID.  To  preserve  history,  the 
Retirement  System  displays  the  3-  to  10-digit  IDs  from  obsolete  payroll  systems. 

Payroll  system  The  identifier  for  the  Payroll  System  that: 

•  Pays  the  member 

•  Deducts  the  member's  retirement  contributions  from  the  member's  pay  check 

•  Deducts  buyback  payments  from  the  member's  pay  check 

•  Provides  employment  information  to  the  Retirement  System 

The  Retirement  System  collects  service  and  contribution  information  from  four  separate  City  payroll 
systems: 

•  PPSD  City  Payroll 

•  Community  College  District  Payroll 

•  SFUSD  Certificated  Payroll  (SFCRT) 

•  SFUSD  Classified  Payroll  (SFCLS) 
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Payrun 


Payrun  ID 


Pension  status 


Pension  status  codes  describe  plan  participants  using  a  three-letter  code.  The  first  letter  of  each  of  the 
three-letter  codes  categorize  individuals  as  follows: 

•  B  --Beneficiaries 

•  Q  --QDRO  Alternate  Payees 

•  X  -Deceased  Participants 


A-Active  Members 
T-Termmated  Members 
R  -  Retired  Members 


•       D  -  Disability  Retirees  (employees  with  a  disability  pension) 

The  remaining  two  letters  in  each  status  code  provide  more  detail.  All  of  the  statuses  except  active 
employees  and  deceased  participants  combine  with  a  common  set  of  suffixes  related  to  payment 
status: 


DF  -Deferred  Benefit 


PY  -Receiving  Payments 


•       ST  -Payments  Stopped 


As  an  example  a  status  of  RPY  indicates  a  retired  member  receiving  payments  while  a  status  of  RST  indicates  a  retired  member 
whose  payments  have  been  completed  (death) 

Valid  Values  are 


Active  and  Terminated 
members 

APR — Active  participant 

AVS — Active,  accrue  vesting 
only 

ANS — Active,  not  accruing 
service 

A70 — Active,  over  age  70-1/2 

TNV — Terminated,  not  vested 

TDF — Terminated,  deferred 
benefit 


Retired  members  awaiting 

their  first  payment  and  retiree 

deaths. 

RDF— Retired,  deferred  benefit 

DDF — Disability  retired,  deferred 
benefit 

BDF — Beneficiary,  deferred  benefit 

QDF— QDRO  payee,  deferred  benefit 

XBP — Deceased,  with  beneficiary 

XNB — Deceased,  no 

benefit/beneficiary 


Retired  members  who  have  started 
receiving  payments. 

TST — Terminated,  payment  complete 
TPY — Terminated,  in  pay  status 
TDF — Terminated,  deferred  benefit 
RST — Retired,  payment  complete 
RPY — Retired,  in  pay  status 
RDF— Retired,  deferred  benefit 
DST — Disability  retired,  payment  complete 
DPY — Disability  retired,  in  pay  status 
DDF — Disability  retired,  deferred  benefit 
BST — Beneficiary,  payment  complete 
BPY — Beneficiary,  in  pay  status 
BDF — Beneficiary,  deferred  benefit 
QST — QDRO  payee,  payment  complete 
QPY — QDRO  payee,  in  pay  status 
QDF— QDRO  payee,  deferred  benefit 


Pi  r  vi  •\\int  Find 


Periodic  Process 


In  1972,  teachers  at  the  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District  and  the  San  Francisco  Community 
College  district  were  allowed  to  transfer  from  SFERS  to  the  California  State  Teachers  Retirement 
System  (CalSTRS)  pursuant  to  changes  in  the  State  of  California  Education  Code.  Part  of  the  transfer 
left 


A  Pen  Admin  System  process  designed  to  support  a  periodic  SFERS  reporting/business  process. 
Included  are  such  tasks  as  : 

•  Year  End  Tax  Reporting      •       Member  Annual  Statements      •       Actuarial  Valuation  Files 

•  COLA  Processing  •       1040  Hour  Notification  •       Quarterly  Buyback  Statements 

PERS  Public  Employees'  Retirement  System.  State-wide  public  employee  retirement  system  The  California 

system  is  also  referred  to  as  CalPERS 
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Person  Status 


Plan  NRD 


Plan  Members 


Plan  Status 


The  current  standing  of  the  person  within  the  Retirement  System. 

The  person  status  usually  matches  the  most  recent  plan  code  status.  The  person  status  appears  in  the 
upper  right  corner  of  all  Retirement  System  screens  that  display  information  about  the  member. 

Valid  values  are  : 


•  Active  Member  •  Deceased 

•  Pending  New  Member  •  Prior  Member 

•  Reciprocal  Member  •  Retired 
Also  see  Membership  status. 


•  Non-Member 

•  Prior  Non-Member 

•  Vested  Prior  Member 


W.lan  code  Identifies  the  Charter  section  and  rules  governing  the  benefits  and  administration  of  a  member's 

account.  Employees  belong  to  one  of  several  Retirement  plans  depending  on  their  job  classifications 
and  their  membership  start  dates. 

Plan  code  is  the  first  level  of  qualifiers  that  identifies  rates  for  contributions,  EPC,  City  Match, 
COLA's  and  for  death  benefits.  If  no  other  qualifier  appears  on  the  Rate  Constant  Table  (PLN 
screen),  then  the  rates  apply  to  all  members  of  the  Plan.    Other  qualifiers  help  pinpoint  rates  that  may 
apply  only  to  members  of  a  Plan  who  also  happen  to  be  members  of  a  particular  department,  union, 
bargaining  unit,  or  job  classification. 

PLAN  ERD  The  Earliest  Retirement  Date  allowed  by  specific  plan  rules.  (Note:  this  is  a  PeopleSoft  convention 

and  is  not  used  in  SFERS  Pen  Admin.) 


The  Normal  Retirement  Date  as  defined  by  plan  rules.  (Note:  this  is  a  PeopleSoft  convention  and  is 
not  used  in  SFERS  Pen  Admin.) 

The  individuals  covered  by  the  terms  of  a  benefit  plan.  Plan  membership  generally  includes 
employees  in  active  service,  terminated  employees  who  have  accumulated  benefits  but  are  not  yet 
receiving  them  and  retired  employees  and  beneficiaries  currently  receiving  benefits. 

Member's  SFERS  plan  status  within  Pen  Admin  System. 

Valid  values  are  : 


Closed  -  No  additional 
service  or  contributions  will 
be  recorded  under  this 
particular  plan 
Vested  -  Member  is  eligible 
for  vesting  retirement 


Open  -  Plan  is  open  and 
service  and  contribution 
can  be  accrued 


Retired  -  Member  is 
retired.  No  additional 
service  or  contributions 
will  be  accrued 

Withdrawn  -  Member  has  left  city  employment  and 

withdrawn  their  contributions 


Plan  Sponsor 


An  employer  who  establishes  and  maintains  a  qualified  retirement  plan. 


Post-tax 
contributions 


See  After-tax  contributions. 


Post-to-FAMIS- 
Date 


The  date  that  defines  the  accounting  reporting  period  for  each  payroll  system  and  for  over-the-counter 
payments,  which  are  on-line  transactions.  The  G/L  balancing  reports  refer  to  the  post-to-FAMIS 
dates  to  match  reporting  periods  in  the  system  with  reporting  periods  FAMIS  uses  for  each  payroll 
system. 

PPSD,  SFUSD,  and  SFCCD  are  derived  from  pay  period  end  dates.  The  post-to-FAMIS  dates  for  on- 
line transactions  (OTC)  are  always  the  last  calendar  day  of  the  month. 

Month  0  is  always  the  last  day  of  the  prior  fiscal  year  (06/30/CCYY).  Data  with  a  date  on  or  before 
this  date  belongs  to  the  prior  fiscal  year. 

SFUSD  often  skips  pay  months,  so  may  have  00/00/00  as  a  valid  post-to-FAMIS  date. 
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Definition 

PPSD 

Payroll  and  Personnel  Services  Division-The  payroll  processing  department  for  the  City  &  county  of 
San  Francisco.  The  PPSD  Payroll  System  provides  the  Retirement  System  with  information  about 
employment,  earnings,  and  payroll  deductions  for  contributions  to  Retirement. 

Pr  ID 

See  Payroll  ID 

Pre-tax  adjustment 

The  amount  of  the  adjustment  to  the  member's  pre-tax  contributions. 

Pre-tax  amount 

The  amount  of  the  pre-tax  contribution. 

Pre-tax  Retirement  contributions  can  be  deducted  from  the  members'  covered  gross  earnings  before  federal 

contribution  an(j  state  jnC0me  taxes  are  calculated.  Making  pre-tax  contributions  lowers  the  employee's  taxable 

income  and  current  tax  liability.  Income  taxes  on  Retirement  contributions  are  deferred  until  after  the 
member  begins  collecting  a  pension  or  withdraws  the  contributions.  Tax  on  the  earned  interest  is  also 
deferred. 

Members  may  choose  to  defer  taxes  on  all  or  on  a  portion  of  their  contributions.  The 
CONTRIBUTION  TYPE  reflects  the  member's  choice.  Any  EPC  the  member  receives  is  pre-tax  or 
after-tax  based  on  the  commitment  the  member  already  had  for  pre-tax  and  after-tax  contributions. 

The  payroll  abbreviation  for  pre-tax  Retirement  is  PRTX  RET.  Corrections  to  pre-tax  Retirement 
deductions  are  identified  as  PRTX  COR. 

The  pre-tax  feature  was  implemented  in  1990,  in  compliance  with  Section  414(h)(2)  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code. 


Also  see  Taxable  amount. 

Pre-tax  goal 

The  total  goal  for  any  plus  pension  amounts,  except  for  buybacks. 

Pre-tax  rate 

The  percentage  on  which  the  pre-tax  contribution  is  calculated. 

Prior  service 

BUYBACK 


Process  Scheduler 


Public  service 
buyback 


QDRO 


QDRO  Dollar 
Amount 


A  prior  service  buyback  is  available  to  City  employees  wishing  to  buy  Retirement  service  credit  for 
an  employment  period  that  was  not  covered  for  Retirement.  For  example,  employees  in  permanent 
positions  may  elect  to  buy  Retirement  credit  for  periods  served  as  temporary  employees.  However, 
employees  who  worked  simultaneously  in  both  covered  and  non-covered  positions  can  purchase 
service  credit  only  for  covered  positions. 

Also  see  Years  of  prior  service. 

Within  the  Pen  Admin  System,  a  page  that  allows  you  to  submit  your  request  for  a  report,  letter  or 
user  generated  process  (i.e.,  retirement  calculation).  The  Process  Scheduler  allows  you  to  control : 

•  When  your  report  request  is  run 

•  How  the  output  is  formatted 

•  Who  else  has  access  to  your  report 

A  public  service  buyback  is  available  to  members  with  qualifying  public  service.  Members  formally 
request  this  type  of  buyback,  and  then  the  Retirement  analysts  determine  whether  the  job  held  meets 
the  City's  qualifications  for  this  type  of  buyback. 

Qualified  Domestic  Relations  Order-  A  court  order  directed  to  a  'plan  administrator  or  custodian 
allocating  retirement  benefits  between  spouses.  QDROs  often  are  used  when  one  party  has  a  large 
pension  or  401K  and  when  liquid  assets  are  insufficient  to  'even  up,'  i.e.,  pay  cash  to  the  party  without 
or  with  smaller  pension  benefits. 

See  Alternate  Payee,  DRO 

The  amount  the  court  order  specifies  as  due  and  payable  to  the  QDRO. 
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QSR  Date  The  Qualified  Service  Retirement  date  is  the  date  at  which  the  member  may  retire,  having  reached  the 

minimum  age  and  the  minimum  number  of  service  years. 

The  minimum  age  and  minimum  number  of  service  years  is  determined  by  the  retirement  plan.  Old 
plan  members  must  attain  age  50  with  25  years  of  service,  new  plan  members  must  attain  age  55  with 
25  years  of  service. 

„  L  AL1  A  retirement  plan  that  meets  requirements  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  and  as  a  result,  is  eligible  to 

receive  certain  tax  benefits.  These  plans  must  be  for  the  exclusive  benefit  of  employees  or  their 
beneficiaries.  There  are  two  kinds  of  qualified  plans:  Defined-benefit  plans  and  defined-contribution 
plans. 

SFERS  plans  are  defined  benefit  plans.  Some  examples  of  defined-contribution  plans  are  40I(k) 
plans,  money-purchase  pension  plan  and  profit-sharing  plans. 


RBA 


See  Replacement  Benefit  Arraignment 


Reason  Code 


Receipt  amount 


In  Pension  Admin  each  action  must  have  an  associated  reason.  As  an  example,  the  retirement  process 
must  be  associated  with  a  specific  reason  code,  such  as  Disability  Retirement  or  Service  Retirement 


The  amount  of  an  over-the-counter  payment. 

The  minimum  amount  of  the  payment  is  the  smaller  of  $100  for  principal  and  the  associated  interest 
OR  the  entire  amount  due. 

Receipt  date  The  date  the  receipt  was  issued  for  the  lump  sum  over-the-  counter  payment. 

Receipt  number  The  number  that  identifies  the  receipt  given  to  the  payee  of  a  lump  sum  over  the  counter  payment. 

Reciprocity  Reciprocity  is  a  mutual  exchange  agreement  between  two  retirement  plans  or  systems.  Under 

reciprocity,  an  employee  retains  benefit  rights  in  one  plan  when  moving  to  another.  Reciprocity 
within  SFERS  plans  became  effective  4/1/93.  Reciprocity  between  SFERS  and  PERS  and  systems 
having  reciprocity  with  PERS  became  effective  7/29/88. 

Reciprocity  dictates  that  service  performed  under  a  reciprocal  prior  plan  receive  benefits  according  to 
that  plan.  For  Uniform  members,  reciprocity  also  dictates  whether  service  in  other,  dissimilar  plans 
may  be  purchased.  Finally,  reciprocity  affects  the  formula  for  calculating  the  cost  to  buy  back 
temporary  Miscellaneous  service. 

Rejects  The  Pen  Admin  System  activates  a  yes/no  flag  to  indicate  whether  the  account  has  payroll  posting 

Maintenance  transactions  in  either  the  personnel  or  the  financial  reject  file. 

You  must  post  the  reject  transactions  before  you  can  close  the  account. 


Redeposit  buyback 


A  redeposit  buyback  is  available  to  former  employees  who  withdrew  Retirement  funds  when  leaving 
City  service,  then  re-joined  City  service  and  the  Retirement  System.  To  fully  reinstate  a  Retirement 
plan,  the  returning  member  must  redeposit  the  amounts  withdrawn  at  separation  time,  plus  the  interest 
which  would  have  accrued  had  the  separation  not  occurred.  This  redeposit  may  be  made  at  any  time 
before  retirement. 
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Reduced  rate 
contribution  flag- 


Regular 
contribution 
+  interest 


An  indicator  that  the  member  makes  reduced  rather  than  standard  contributions. 

Miscellaneous  members  may  elect  to  reduce  their  contributions  to  the  Retirement  System  by  the 
OASDI  portion  of  their  FICA  contributions.  The  portion  of  the  FICA  contribution  that  applies  to 
Medicare  cannot  be  applied  to  the  reduction  of  the  Retirement  contribution. 

Since  the  FICA  rate  and  the  portion  attributable  to  Medicare  and  OASDI  may  change  from  year  to 
year,  the  percentage  of  the  FICA  contribution  that  can  be  used  to  reduce  the  Retirement  contribution 
may  also  change  from  year  to  year. 

Once  the  member  reaches  the  maximum  FICA  deduction  for  the  year,  no  further  Retirement  reduction 
applies  for  the  remainder  of  the  year,  since  the  member  has  no  further  FICA  deductions.  The  member 
must  make  full  contributions  for  the  remainder  of  the  year. 

EPC  contributed  on  behalf  of  the  member  cannot  exceed  the  amount  the  member  is  committed  to 
contribute.  Therefore,  if  the  member  makes  reduced  contributions,  the  EPC  amount  cannot  exceed 
the  amount  the  member  would  contribute  at  the  reduced  rate. 

Contributions  on  cafeteria  plan  amounts  can  be  made  only  at  the  full  rate. 

Also  see  Shortage,  Shortage  buyback,  and  Cafeteria  plan. 

See  Contribution  +  Interest. 


Regular  gross 


See  Gross  earnings. 


Relationship  Within  the  Pen  Admin  System,  the  relationship  of  the  third  party  is  recorded  when  setting  up  a 

pension  beneficiary  or  recording  a  death. 

When  setting  up  a  pension  beneficiary  ,valid  values  are  : 


•       Administrator              « 

Aunt                               < 

>       Brother                       < 

-      Child 

•       Daughter                      < 

Deceased  Beneficiary     < 

«       Deceased  Spouse        < 

>       Dependent  Child 

•       Dependent  Parent         < 

Domestic  Partner            < 

>       Estate                          « 

>       ExSpouse 

•       Executor                      < 

•       Father                             < 

>       Friend                         > 

>       Mother 

•       Nephew                       < 

>       Niece                              < 

•       Other 

>       Other  Relative 

*       Sister                            ■ 

>       Son                                 < 

>      Spouse 

>       Trustee 

•       Uncle                           i 

>       Unknown 

When  setting  up  a  death  notifier,  valid  values  are  : 

•  Administrator         •       Brother 

•  Executor  •       Father 

•  Mother  •       Other 

•  Son  •       Spouse 


Daughter 

• 

Domestic  Partner 

Friend 

• 

Guardian 

Other  Relative 

• 

Sister 

Trustee 

Repaid  interest 


Repaid  principal 


The  amount  of  interest  the  member  has  already  paid  against  the  displayed  buyback. 

Interest  can  be  repaid  with  either  pre-tax  or  after  tax  dollars.  The  system  tracks  these  two  totals 
separately. 

The  amount  of  principal  the  member  has  already  paid  against  the  displayed  buyback. 

Buyback  principal  includes  the  original  amount  of  the  contributions  withdrawn  or  not  made,  plus  all 
the  interest  those  contributions  would  have  earned  had  they  been  in  the  Retirement  System. 

Principal  can  be  repaid  with  either  pre-tax  or  after  tax  dollars.  The  system  tracks  these  two  totals 
separately. 
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Replacement 
Benefit 
Arraignment  (RBA) 


Report  Manager 


Required  minimum 
Distribution  (RMD) 


Within  the  Pen  Admin  System,  the  Report  Manager  acts  as  a  personal  'in-box  'of  reports  the  user  is 
eligible  to  view,  print  and  download. 

IRS  regulation  require  a  minimum  distribution  from  qualified  individual  retirement  accounts  (IRAs) 
begin  at  age  70  Vi. 


Retirement  date 


Retirement  hours 


The  first  day  of  the  member's  retirement. 

The  retirement  date  is  not  the  same  as  the  separation  date.  Vested  members  may  have  separation  dates 
and  retirement  dates  that  are  several  years  apart.  An  employee  who  works  until  retirement  separates 
on  one  date  and  begins  retirement  (has  a  retirement  date)  on  the  next  day. 

See  Service  credit 


Retirement  number 


The  Retirement  number  was  a  unique  alpha  numeric  number  assigned  to  each  member  in  earlier 
versions  of  SFERS'  s  member  accounting  system 

Note:  The  Pen  Admin.  System  does  not  create  or  use  the  Retirement  number.  However,  the  system 
does  store  the  obsolete  Retirement  Number  for  historical  reasons  only. 


Retirement  options       See  Options. 


Retirement  type 


The  type  of  retirement  the  member  plans  to  take.    Valid  values  are: 

•  Service  Retirement  •  Vesting  Retirement  •  Ordinary  Disability 

•  Industrial  Disability  •  Death  •  Death  in  the  Line  of  Duty 

•  QDRO  Alternate  Payee 


Retro  end  date 

See  End  date  (retro). 

RMA 

Accounting  designations  for  the  SFERS'  Member  Accounting  System. 
No  longer  in  use. 

RMM 

Accounting  designations  for  the  SFERS'  Member  Accounting  System. 
No  longer  in  use. 

Roll  date 

See  Warrant  date. 

Roll  ID  and  type  Reason  the  warrant  was  initiated  or  its  disposition.    The  most  common  reasons  for  warrants  to  be 

issued  from  the  Retirement  System  are: 

•  Withdrawal  of  contributions 

•  Refund  of  recruit  contributions 

•  Refund  over  deduction  for  contributions  or  buybacks 

•  Refund  of  payments  made  against  a  cancelled  or  complete  buyback 
•  One-time  payments  to  beneficiaries  of  active  members  or  retirees 

Rollover  Moving  money  from  one  tax-qualified  plan  to  another  qualified  or  individual  retirement  account  in 

order  to  prevent  immediate  tax  liability. 

Rollover  deduction     See  Deductions. 
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Run  interest  date         Payroll  posting  date  associated  with  a  pay  period  end  date  through  which  interest  is  calculated  on  the 
contributions  and  added  to  the  member's  account. 

The  date  is  different  for  each  payroll  source.    Valid  dates  are  the  pay  period  end  date,  plus: 

•  9  days  for  PPSD 

•  9  days  for  SFCCD 

•  10  days  for  SFUSD  Classified 

•  8  days  for  SFUSD  Certificated 

The  run  interest  date  may  not  be  the  last  interest  date  on  the  account. 

Run  Control  Within  the  Pen  Admin  System,  each  request  to  generate  a  report,  letter  or  user  maintained  process  like 

a  retirement  calculation  must  be  identified  by  a  unique  identifier  or  run  control. 

Run  Control  ID  Within  the  Pen  Admin  System,  a  free-form  name  that  identifies  your  request  to  the  system  when  you 

are  requesting  a  report,  letter  or  running  a  user  maintained  process 

The  number  that  identifies  a  specific  salary  with  its  particular  increments  for  each  of  the  five  pay 
levels  (job  steps). 

Payroll  posting  updates  the  salary  reference  tables. 


Salary  schedule 


Salary  type 


See  Gross  pay  rate  type. 


School  Hourly 


An  employee  of  the  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District  paid  on  an  hourly  basis 


Separation 


Separation  date 


The  process  conducted  when  a  City  employee  leaves  City  service.  During  separation  processing, 
Retirement  determines  whether  the  person  is  entitled  to  vest  in  the  Retirement  System,  what  amounts 
are  due  to  the  person,  and  what  amounts  should  be  sent  to  various  parties  for  offsets.  When 
separating,  members  may  choose  to  leave  their  contributions  with  the  Retirement  System  to  qualify 
for  reciprocity  with  another  retirement  system. 

See  End  date  (employment  period). 


Separation  notice 


The  separation  notice  is  a  single-page  form  sent  to  all  City  departments  informing  them  of  an 
employee's  separation  from  City  service.  This  serves  as  an  invitation  to  submit  potential  offsets  to 
amounts  due  to  the  employee  to  the  Controller's  Office  for  hearings  and/or  approval. 


Sequence 

(transaction)(ciii  ik 
this!) 


Sequence  number  of  the  transaction. 

The  first  transaction  for  the  account  for  the  day  is  SEQ  #1.  The  second  transaction  for  the  account  for 
the  day  is  SEQ  #2.  If  interest  and  a  contribution  are  credited  on  the  same  day,  one  transaction  is  SEQ 
#1;  the  other  is  SEQ  #2. 

As  an  example,  posting  regular  payroll,  posting  payroll  adjustments,  and  posting  on-line  service 
adjustments  may  all  occur  on  the  same  day.  They  would  each  display  a  different  sequence  number  to 
indicate  the  order  in  which  they  affected  the  account. 

Service  /shortage        The  shortage  amount  or  the  cost  of  the  service  for  the  buyback  being  estimated. 

AMOUNT 

This  value  is  set  by  the  system;  you  cannot  override  it. 
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Service  credit  yhe  number  of  years  the  member  spent  in  a  job  classification  that  counts  toward  qualification  for 

Retirement  benefits. 

Retirement  benefits  are  based,  in  part,  on  service  credit.  Service  credit  is  determined  by  comparing 
the  member's  total  qualified  hours  paid  (hours  included  in  the  covered  gross  earnings)  to  the  total 
number  of  hours  scheduled  during  the  service  year  for  the  member's  classification  (i.e.,  80  hours  per 
pay  period  x  the  number  of  pay  periods  for  a  specific  year;  e.g.,  26.0,  26.1,  26.6).  If  the  hours  paid 
are  at  least  10/12  of  the  hours  scheduled,  then  the  member  receives  1.000  years  of  service  credit.  If 
more  than  100%  of  the  hours  scheduled,  then  the  member  still  receives  1 .000  years  of  service  credit. 
If  less  than  10/12,  the  member  service  credit  is  pro-rated.  If  they  work  10  months  in  the  year  of 
retirement,  they  get  credit  only  for  the  fraction  of  the  year  they  work. 

Service  in  a  reciprocal  plan  since  7/29/88  applies  in  calculating  service  credit. 

The  same  qualification  rules  apply  to  part-time  employees  and  to  full-time  employees.  Members 
receive  a  full  year's  service  credit  for  any  fiscal  year  in  which  the  equivalent  of  10  months'  or  more  of 
full-time  work  is  performed.  If  less  than  10  months'  work  is  performed  in  a  fiscal  year,  the  service 
credit  applied  is  the  fraction  resulting  from  dividing  the  amount  of  the  full-time  equivalent  of  the 
work  performed  by  10  months. 

The  Payroll  Systems  do  not  calculate  the  service  credit,  but  do  report  the  number  of  paid  hours 
associated  with  regular  earnings  and  the  number  of  paid  hours  associated  with  overtime  earnings. 
Payroll  reports  on  every  employee,  whether  or  not  a  member,  since  members  may  purchase  qualifying 
service  credit  after  becoming  a  member. 

In  addition,  Payroll  reports  non-paid  hours,  such  as  leaves  of  absence,  since  they  may  affect 
membership  continuation. 

Service  eligible  to       See  Eligible  for  buyback. 

BUY 

Service  history  yne  history  of  the  employee's  service  with  the  City.  An  employee  must  become  a  member  of  a 

Retirement  plan  immediately  following  permanent  status  employment.    Because  employees  can  buy 
back  eligible  employment  periods  from  when  they  were  not  members,  the  system  tracks  the  service 
history  for  all  City  employees. 

Service  hours  See  Hours. 

Service  period  \  service  period,  with  identifying  START  and  END  DATEs,  describes  the  elements  of  an  employee's 

service,  such  as  department,  job  step,  or  salary.  An  employee  may  have  several  service  periods 
during  a  single  employment  period. 

When  an  element  of  the  service  period  changes,  such  as  the  employee's  pay  rate  amount,  the  on-line 
Retirement  System  displays  a  new  period  in  the  service  history.  The  new  service  period  has  a  new 
START  DATE  and  new  detail  data. 

The  service  period  is  not  the  same  as  the  EMPLOYMENT  PERIOD  SEQUENCE,  which  changes 
when  the  employment  category  or  plan  code  changes. 

Also  see  Employment  period. 

Service  Retirement      Member  has  met  the  minimum  number  of  years  of  service  and  age  as  defined  by  the  SFERS  plan  rules 
to  retire  under  a  service  retirement  calculation  where  years  of  service,  final  average  earnings  and  age 
factor  into  the  retirement  benefit. 

Service  years  See  Service  credit  or  Service  years  to  buy. 

Service  years  to  Total  years  being  bought  back. 

BUY 

This  applies  to  all  buyback  types  except  shortage  buybacks. 
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SFUSD  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District  Payroll  Systems  provide  employment  and  payroll  information 

to  the  Retirement  System. 

The  two  payroll  systems  in  the  school  district  are: 

•  SFUSD  Certificated  Payroll  System 

•  SFUSD  Classified  Payroll  System 

Short  The  negative  difference  between  contributions  the  system  actually  received  and  what  it  should  have 

received  based  on  the  business  rules  derived  from  a  combination  of  labor  contracts  (  MOUs),  job 
classifications  and  plan  codes. 

Payroll  posting,  on-line  adjustments,  and  over-the-counter  payments  all  update  the  over/short  record 
when  necessary. 

Shortage  Total  amount  the  member's  Retirement  account  is  short  of  what  would  have  accrued  during  the 

employment  period  if  full  contributions  were  made  rather  than  reduced  contributions. 

Shortage  affects  the  actuarial  valuation  of  prospective  Retirement  pensions.  Those  making  reduced 
contributions  receive  reduced  benefits. 

Interest  compounds  on  accumulated  shortage,  just  as  it  does  for  accumulated  contributions.  This  is 
the  extra  interest  the  account  would  have  accrued  had  the  member  been  making  full  rather  than 
contributions. 

Members  may  choose  to  buy  back  shortage  amounts.  See  Shortage  Buyback 

Usually  the  system  updates  shortage  amounts  in  two  running  totals: 

•  Fiscal  year-to-date  (annual)  totals 

•  Category  (membership  period)  totals 
Also  see  Reduced  rate  contribution  flag. 

Shortage  at  Amount  the  member's  Retirement  account  is  short  of  what  would  have  accrued  during  the 

withdrawal  employment  period  if  full  contributions  were  made  rather  than  reduced  contributions. 

Interest  compounds  on  accumulated  shortage,  just  as  it  does  for  accumulated  contributions.  This  is 
the  extra  interest  the  account  would  have  accrued  had  the  member  been  making  full  rather  than 
contributions.  Shortage  affects  the  actuarial  valuation  of  prospective  Retirement  pensions.  Those 
making  reduced  contributions  receive  reduced  benefits. 

Shortage  buyback  \  shortage  buyback  is  available  to  members  with  account  shortages  from  making  reduced  rate 
contributions.  Shortages  can  be  "bought  back"  to  bring  the  contributions  up  to  the  full  account 
amount.  If  the  shortage  is  not  made  up  before  retirement,  the  Retirement  allowance  is  reduced 
proportionately. 

Shortage  interest        See  Shortage  and  Interest 


Social  security 
amount 


The  deduction  taken  from  each  pay  check  as  the  contribution  to  Social  Security. 


Social  security 

NUMBER 


The  Social  Security  number  that  identifies  the  member  and  the  member's  account. 
Also  see  National  ID. 


Source  code 


See  Transaction  source,  Transaction  source  code,  and  Payroll  system 


Standard  biweekly 
hours 


See  Hours  biweekly. 


Standard  yearly 
hours 


See  Hours  yearly. 
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Start  date  Date  of  the  member's  first  buyback  payment. 

(buyback  From 

rjATE\  This  date  is  either  the: 

•  Payroll  end  date  for  the  first  pay  period  from  which  a  buyback  deduction  was  (will  be)  taken.  The 
buy  back's  start  date  (From  date)  must  be  a  valid  pay  period  end  date  for  the  payroll  system  that 
pays  the  member. 

•  Date  the  lump  sum  payment  was  received  that  initiated  the  buyback 

Start  date  Date  the  employment  period  began.  EMPLOYMENT  PERIOD  SEQUENCE  NUMBERS  identify 

(employment  period)    employment  periods. 

Start  date  The  date  the  employee  first  is  eligible  to  join  the  Retirement  System.  Membership  in  the  Employees' 

(membership)  Retirement  System  is  automatic  upon  attaining  permanent  employment  status  or  after  working  1040 

hours  in  a  12-month  period  as  a  temporary  employee.  The  membership  start  date  and  the  job 

classification  determine  the  member's  plan  code. 

The  MEMBERSHIP  START  DATE  may  differ  from  the  EMPLOYMENT  PERIOD  START  DATE, 
but  must  be  the  same  as  the  START  DATE  for  the  employment  period  that  qualified  the  employee  for 
membership  in  the  Retirement  System. 

When  a  member  is  re-hired,  the  new  membership  date  is  the  re-hire  date.  This  is  true  even  if  the 
member  has  an  active  account  because  of  not  requesting  a  refund  OR  because  the  re-hire  was  within  8 
weeks  and  before  the  refund  was  made. 

The  system  tracks  the  earliest  date  during  City  employment  that  an  employee  was  eligible  to  join  the 
Retirement  System.  If  an  employee  leaves  City  employment  but  returns,  the  employee  is  entitled  to 
purchase  any  service  credit  accrued  during  previous  employment. 


Start  date  (service 
period) 


Date  the  service  period  began  within  the  employment  period.  Service  periods  open  and  close  with 
new  START  and  END  DATEs  whenever  some  element  of  the  job  definition  changes,  such  as  salary 
or  department. 

Also  see  Service  period. 


Start  deduction 
date 


Date  of  the  first  payroll  date  to  pay  for  the  deduction. 

This  date  is  the  same  as  the  BUYBACK  START  DATE  if  the  member  does  not  make  a  lump  sum 
payment  against  the  buyback. 

Start  work  date  $ee  Start  date  (employment  period)  and  Start  date  (service  period). 

Status  flags  Accounts  in  the  Pen  Admin  System  may  have  special  conditions  that  warrant  additional  processing  or 

special  processing.  A  status  flag  is  used  to  indicate  if  an  account  has  a  special  condition. 


Valid  values  are: 

•  School  Hourly 

•  Other  Ret.  System 

•  Legal  Condition 


•  Covered  PI 03 

•  Permanent  Fund 

•  Buyout  Status 


Concurrent  Teacher 
Deferred  Comp 


Step 


See  Job  step. 


SIRS 


State  Teachers  Retirement  System.-  A  retirement  system  for  school  teachers 


Surviving  spouse 
eligibility 

Tax  code 


Plan  rules  that  determine  if  a  member's  surviving  spouse  is  eligible  for  a  benefit  continuation.  Usually 
a  set  time  period  between  marriage  and  benefit  commencement. 

Code  to  identify  the  basis  for  the  tax  calculations. 


Glossary  doc 


Page  39  of  49 


Tax  entity 


The  taxing  authority  for  whom  Retirement  withholds  and  forwards  taxes.  Valid  Values  are: 

•  $U  -  Federal  Income  Tax 

•  CA  -  California  State  Tax 


Tax  exclusion 

The  amount  of  death  benefit  that  a  beneficiary  can  accept  tax-free. 

Tax  ID 

See  Social  Security  number. 

Tax  status 

See  Buyback  Tax  Status. 

Taxable  amount  jne  amount  on  which  the  member  has  NOT  paid  taxes.  It  includes  pre-tax  contributions,  pre-tax 

EPC,  standard  interest,  and  interest  on  additional  contributions.  This  total  is  included  in  the  displayed 
total  of  CONTRIBUTIONS  +  INTEREST. 

Making  pre-tax  contributions  lowers  the  member's  taxable  income  and  current  tax  liability  by 
deferring  the  tax  liability  until  the  contributions  are  withdrawn.  Interest  is  always  a  pre-tax  addition 
to  the  member's  account.  (Re-paid  interest  is  an  after-tax  amount,  so  is  tracked  with  after-tax 
contributions.) 

Members  may  choose  to  defer  taxes  on  all  or  a  portion  of  their  contributions.  The  CONTRIBUTION 
TYPE  reflects  the  member's  choice. 

Taxable  option-1  yne  portion  of  the  Option-1  payment  that  is  subject  to  income  tax  withholding. 

TOTAL 

The  taxable  amount  is  derived  from  the  taxable  portions  of  the  total,  such  as  pre-tax  contributions, 
EPC,  and  interest. 

Also  see  Non-taxable  Option-1  total. 


Termination  date         Date  the  employee  left  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  service. 


Termination  reason 


The  reason  the  employee  is  no  longer  in  City  service.  Valid  Values  are: 

•  Death 

•  Retirement 

•  Separation 


Total  -  all 
accounts 


Total  amount  of  contributions,  EPC,  and  interest  accrued  throughout  an  entire  career  in  City  service. 


Total  over/short         yne  total  amount  over  or  short  for  each  transaction  type  in  an  account. 

Transaction  date         The  date  the  transaction  occurred  in  the  Retirement  System  or  in  the  payroll  system  that  provides  data 
to  the  Retirement  System. 

The  transaction  date  is  the  pay  period  end  date  (when  processing  payroll  deductions)  or  the  receipt 
date  (when  processing  over-the-counter  payments  or  reversals  of  OTC  payments). 

The  transaction  date  is  not  necessarily  the  same  as  the  effective  date. 


Transaction  source 

Transaction  source 
code 


The  method  by  which  the  account  data  entered  the  system,  such  as  database  maintenance  or  the 
payroll  system. 

The  code  that  identifies  the  TRANSACTION  SOURCE  that  is  displayed  on  the  screen. 
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Transaction  type 
(or  amount  type) 


Definition 


A  category  of  funds  that  is  a  component  of  an  account.  Most  pages  that  display  account  balances 
display  separate  totals  for  each  account  component  or  transaction  type.  Transaction  types  include: 


Pre-tax  contributions 

Employer  paid  contributions 

Shortage 

City  Match  amount 

Repaid  interest  (pre-tax  or  after  tax) 

Withdrawn  interest 
In  addition,  the  system  also  tracks: 

•  Service  credit 

■   Withdrawn  service  credit  (eligible  to  buy) 


After  tax  contributions 

Contribution  interest 

Shortage  interest 

Repaid  principal  (pre-tax  or  after  tax) 

Withdrawn  contributions 


Type  of  buyback 


The  type  of  buyback  being  purchased. 


Type  of  event 


See  Activity  type. 


Type  of  payment 


A  code  which  indicates  how  an  over-the-counter  payment  should  be  credited  to  an  account. 


Type  of  transaction     See  Transaction  type 


Type  of  warrant 


See  Roll  ID  and  type 


Un-credited  service 


Number  of  years  the  member  worked  that  are  not  included  in  service  credit. 
The  un-credited  service  may  be  eligible  to  buyback. 


Union  Labor  organization  or  association  that  represents  groups  of  bargaining  units,  which  in  turn,  represent 

employees  in  several  job  classifications  in  salary  and  benefit  negotiations 

Union  code  Pen  Admin  system  code  that  identifies  the  specific  labor  organizations. 

Union  Code  is  one  of  the  qualifiers  that  identify  rates  for  contributions,  EPC,  City  Match,  COLA's, 
and  death  benefits  for  groups  of  employees.  Plan  code,  department,  bargaining  unit,  and  job 
classification  are  other  qualifiers  that  identify  rates. 

Also  see  Bargaining  unit  and  Union 

Union  Service  a  member  may  purchase  service  credit  for  time  worked  as  a  full  time  union  employee  for  a 

buyback  recognized  labor  organization  while  on  leave  from  their  regular  position  as  a  city  employee. 

Unpurchased 
service  years 


See  Eligible  for  buyback 


Unresolved 

transaction  amount 


The  over/short  record  reflects  how  an  amount  added  to  or  subtracted  from  the  member's  account 
differs  from  the  amount  the  system  expected.  The  Original  Transaction  Balance  is  the  amount  of  that 
difference. 

The  Unresolved  Transaction  Amount  is  that  portion  of  the  Original  Transaction  Amount  that  still 
differs  from  expectations. 


The  UNRESOLVED  AMOUNT  changes  when  the  system  perceives  another  difference  for  the  same 
transaction  type  (e.g.,  EPC  or  contributions).  For  example,  Contribution  transaction  #1  has  $1500  as 
the  ORIGINAL  AMOUNT  and  as  the  UNRESOLVED  AMOUNT.  Contribution  transaction  #2  has 
an  ORIGINAL  AMOUNT  of -$1000,  an  UNRESOLVED  AMOUNT  of  $0.00  and  changes  the 
transaction  #1  UNRESOLVED  AMOUNT  to  $500.  Contribution  transaction  #3  has  an  ORIGINAL 
AMOUNT  of -$850,  an  UNRESOLVED  AMOUNT  of -$350.00  and  changes  the  transaction  #1 
UNRESOLVED  AMOUNT  to  $0.00 

Also  see  Original  transaction  balance 
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Definition 


Vesting  All  SFERS  plans  have  a  vesting  point,  usually  after  five  years  of  service,  after  which  members  may 

leave  their  contributions  with  the  plan  regardless  of  whether  they  continue  in  City  service.  Vested 
contributions  continue  to  accrue  interest.  Vested  members  receive  a  lifetime  pension  when  they  retire 
at  any  time  after  turning  age  50. 

•  Members  must  decide  to  vest  within  90  days  of  separation.  Those  who  do  not  choose  to  vest  must 
withdraw  their  contributions. 

•  Members  who  reach  the  vesting  point,  then  retire  have  Vested  Retired  person  status. 

•  Members  who  reach  the  vesting  point,  then  leave  City  service,  but  leave  their  contributions  with 
the  plan  have  Vested  Member  person  status  and  are  eligible  for  retirement  benefits. 

•  Members,  who  reach  the  vesting  point  and  remain  in  City  service,  retain  their  Active  person  status. 

•  Vested  members  do  not  begin  receiving  benefits  until  they  notify  the  Retirement  System  of  their 
retirement. 

Vesting  Retirement     If  a  member  has  accrued  a  minimum  of  5  years  of  service  and  is  at  least  50  years  old,  he  is  eligible  for 
a  vesting  retirement  if  he  leaves  city  employment.  The  vesting  retirement  calculation  uses  the 
member's  account  balance  and  an  actuarial  age  factor  to  determine  the  retirement  benefit. 

Warrant  a  payment  issued  by  the  City  &  County  of  San  Francisco  Controller's  Office.  SFERS  staff  may 

request  a  warrant  be  issued  to  a  payee  when  they  are  unable  to  issue  a  payment  via  the  Pen  Admin 
System  because  of  case  complexity  or  payment  timing  issues. 

See  Manual  Check  and  Manual  Warrant 

Warrant  amount         yne  net  payable  amount  of  the  warrant,  which  is  the  gross  payment  amount  less  all  deductions. 

Warrant  date  The  date  confirmed  warrants  display  as  their  issue  date.  The  warrant  date  is  printed  on  the  warrant  as 

the  effective  date.  The  warrant  date  is  the  withdrawal  date,  but  is  not  necessarily  the  same  as  the 
separation  date. 

Warrants  are  actually  printed  before  the  warrant  date. 

Warrant  number  a  unique  number  pre-printed  on  the  warrant  to  identify  it. 

Warrants  are  financial  instruments  similar  to  checks  that  are  normally  issued  by  governmental  bodies 
and  guaranteed  by  incoming  revenues.  Payments  by  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  are  always 
warrants  rather  than  checks. 


Warrant  roll 

See  Roll  type  and  ID  and  Warrant  date 

Warrant  status 

The  status  of  the  warrant. 

Warrant  type 

See  Roll  ID  and  type. 

Will  Variation 

A  law  that  allows  spouses  and  children  to  contest  a  will  if  they  are  not  adequately  provided  for. 

Withdrawal  date 


Date  the  member  withdrew  contributions  and  interest  on  the  contributions. 
Note  :  This  need  not  be  the  same  as  the  Separation  Date. 
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Withdrawn 
contribution 


The  amount  the  member  withdrew  when  leaving  City  service. 

Contributions  that  are  eligible  to  withdraw  include  all  complete  buybacks,  active  shortage  buybacks, 
and  employer  paid  contributions  ( EPC).     Members  may  not  withdraw  the  City's  matching 
contributions. 

Members  leaving  City  service  may  elect  to  withdraw  contributions  and  the  interest  those  contributions 
have  earned. 

Contributions  must  be  refunded  to  members  who  separate  before  reaching  their  plan's  vesting  point, 
unless  they  join  a  reciprocal  system.  Members  who  reach  their  plan's  vesting  point  before  they 
separate  from  the  City  may  choose  to  vest. 

The  system  stores  the  withdrawn  contributions  totals  for  each  account. 


Withdrawn  service 

YEARS 

See  Eligible  for  buy  back. 

Withholding  limits 

See  FICA  contributions,  FICA  percentage,  FICA  wages,  Medicare  percentage,  OASDI  percentage, 
and  Tax  exclusion 

Yearly  hours 

See  Hours  yearly 

Years 

See  Fiscal  year  or  Service  years 

Years  of  prior 
service 

Service  in  positions  not  covered  for  Retirement,  such  as  temporary  positions.  Members  may  choose, 
with  some  restrictions,  to  buyback  uncovered  prior  service. 

Years  of  service 
credited 

See  Service  credit. 

Years  to  buy 

See  Eligible  for  buyback 
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LETTER  OF  TRANSMITTAL 

January  6,  2009 

Retirement  Board  of  the  City  and  County  of 
San  Francisco  Employees'  Retirement  System 
c/o  Ms.  Clare  M.  Murphy,  Executive  Director 
30  Van  Ness  Avenue,  Suite  3000 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Dear  Members  of  the  Board: 

At  your  request,  we  performed  the  July  1,  2008  actuarial  valuation  of  the  City  and  County  of  San 
Francisco  Employees'  Retirement  System  (SFERS).  The  valuation  results  with  respect  to  SFERS 
are  contained  in  this  report.  Please  note  that  as  this  represents  Cheiron's  first  valuation  of  the 
SFERS.  All  results  in  this  valuation  pertaining  to  July  1,  2007  were  produced  by  the  former 
actuary  Towers  and  presented  in  their  July  1,  2007  valuation  report.  However,  in  the  transition 
process  Cheiron  did  replicate  and  reconcile  the  prior  valuation  results  within  industry  specific 
tolerances. 

The  table  below  presents  the  key  results  of  the  2008  valuation  for  the  SFERS. 


Table  1-1 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  Employees'  Retirement  System 

Valuation  Date        July  1,  2008  July  1,  2007* 

Unfunded  Actuarial  Liabihfy/(Surplus)          $(582.6)  mil.         $(1 ,387.9)  mil 
Funding  Ratio               103.8%                   110.2% 
Net  Employer  Contribution  Rate 9.49% 4.99% 


♦July  1 ,  2007  numbers  completed  by  prior  actuary 

•  Unfunded  Actuarial  Liability  (UAL) /Surplus:  SFERS'  surplus  has  decreased  by  $805.3 
million .  The  primary  cause  of  this  increase  is  the  inclusion  of  the  following  benefit  changes 
under  Proposition  B;  (i)  increased  retirement  accrual  factors  for  miscellaneous  plan  members 
(resulting  in  an  additional  change  in  retirement  rates  to  recognize  the  increased  benefit),  and 
(ii)  COLA  for  all  new  plan  members  (police,  fire,  and  miscellaneous)  changed  from  a  2.0% 
simple  COLA  to  a  2.0%  compound  COLA.  The  results  also  reflect  the  change  in  investment 
assumption  from  8.00%  to  7.75%. 

•  Funding  Ratio:  This  is  the  ratio  of  system  assets  to  actuarial  liabilities  which  for  SFERS 
declined  since  the  last  valuation  by  6.4%. 

•  Net  Employer  Contribution  Rate:  Represents  the  recommended  contribution  rate  to  be  made 
by  the  Employer  as  a  percent  of  covered  payroll.  The  increase  of  4.5%  primarily  reflects  the 
increased  cost  of  benefits  under  Proposition  B.  The  rate  is  also  impacted  by  the  decrease  in 
the  investment  assumption  from  8.00%  to  7.75% 

More  details  on  the  plan  experience  for  the  past  year,  including  the  changes  listed  above  and 
their  impact  on  these  July  1,  2008  valuation  results  can  be  found  in  our  report  which  follows. 
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Board  of  Administration 
January  6,  2008 
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In  conclusion,  we  certify  that,  to  the  best  of  our  knowledge,  this  report  is  complete  and  accurate 
and  has  been  prepared  in  accordance  with  generally  recognized  and  accepted  actuarial  principles 
and  practices  which  are  consistent  with  the  Code  of  Professional  Conduct  and  applicable 
Actuarial  Standards  of  Practice  set  out  by  the  Actuarial  Standards  Board.  As  such,  it  reflects  the 
actuary's  responsibility  under  Section  5.8  of  ASOP  No.  4  "for  assessing  the  implications  of  the 
overall  results,  in  terms  of  short-  and  long-range  benefit  security  and  expected  cost  progression." 
In  preparing  our  report,  we  relied  without  audit,  on  information  supplied  by  SFERS'  staff.  This 
information  includes,  but  is  not  limited  to,  plan  provisions,  employee  data,  and  financial 
information. 

Finally,  it's  important  to  note  that  this  valuation,  which  was  prepared  using  census  data  and 
financial  information  as  of  July  1,  2008,  does  not  reflect  any  subsequent  changes  in  the 
membership  profile  and  decline  in  the  investment  markets.  The  next  valuation  will  reflect  those 
changes  including  the  still  to  be  determined  membership  and  investment  experience  through  July 
1,2009. 


Sincerely, 
Cheiron 


J?jZ£$tS:?*f*-- 


Gene  Kalwarski,  FSA,  FCA,  EA,  MAAA  Ken  Kent,  FSA,  FCA,  EA,  MAAA 

Consulting  Actuary  Consulting  Actuary 
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CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO  EMPLOYEES'  RETIREMENT  SYSTEM 
JULY  1,  2008  ACTUARIAL  VALUATION 

SECTION  I 
BOARD  SUMMARY 

The  primary  purpose  of  the  actuarial  valuation  and  this  report  is  to  report,  as  of  the  valuation 
date,  on  the  following: 

•  The  financial  condition  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  Employees'  Retirement 
System  (SFERS), 

•  Past  and  expected  trends  in  the  financial  condition  of  SFERS, 

•  The  Employer's  contribution  rate  for  Fiscal  Year  2010,  and 

•  Information  required  by  the  Governmental  Accounting  Standards  Board  (GASB). 

In  this  Section,  we  present  a  summary  of  the  principal  valuation  results.  This  includes  the  basis 
upon  which  the  July  1,  2008  valuation  was  completed  and  an  examination  of  the  current  financial 
condition  of  SFERS.  In  addition,  we  present  a  review  of  the  key  historical  trends  followed  by  the 
projected  financial  outlook  for  SFERS. 

A.  Valuation  Basis 

SFERS  funding  policy  is  comprised  of  contributions  equal  to  the  sum  of  normal  cost  under 
the  Entry  Age  Normal  Cost  Method,  plus  amortization  of  changes  in  the  unfunded  actuarial 
liabilities  over  various  periods  not  to  exceed  20  years. 

Changes  since  the  last  actuarial  valuation  that  are  included  in  this  years  results  are  as  follows: 

•  Benefits  changes  passed  in  June  of  2008  under  Proposition  B  which  include: 

o  Increased  retirement  accrual  factors  for  miscellaneous  plan  members  (resulting  in 
an  additional  change  in  retirement  rates  to  recognize  the  increased  benefit). 

o  Basic  COLA  for  all  new  plan  members  (police,  fire,  and  miscellaneous)  changed 
from  a  2.0%  simple  COLA  to  a  2.0%  compound  COLA. 

o  The  changes  to  the  Supplemental  COLA  which  take  effect  July  1,  2009  and 
therefore  will  not  impact  valuation  results  until  the  next  valuation. 

•  The  change  in  plan  actuary  resulted  in  minor  differences  in  the  interpretations  of  plan 
provisions  and  in  the  valuation  of  liabilities.  These  differences  are  disclosed  in  Section  HI 
-  Liabilities  and  in  Appendix  B  -  Actuarial  Assumptions  and  Methods. 

•  A  decrease  in  the  long  term  investment/discount  rate  from  8.00%  to  7.75%,  which  was 
approved  by  the  Board  in  November  2008. 

•  Reflection  of  the  new  Deferred  Retirement  Option  Program  (DROP)  which  for  this 
valuation  has  no  impact  on  the  liabilities  or  costs  since  there  is  insufficient  experience  to 
evaluate  its  impact. 
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CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO  EMPLOYEES'  RETIREMENT  SYSTEM 
JULY  1,  2008  ACTUARIAL  VALUATION 

SECTION  I 
BOARD  SUMMARY 


B.  Current  Financial  Condition  of  SFERS 

On  the  following  pages,  we  summarize  the  key  results  of  the  July  1 ,  2008  valuation  and  how 
they  compare  to  the  results  from  the  July  1 ,  2007  valuation. 


1.    SFERS  Membership: 

As  shown  in  Table  1-2  below,  total  membership  in  SFERS  increased  from  2007  to  2008 
by  3.1%.  Active  membership  increased  1.5%  and  total  payroll  increased  by  3.4%. 
Finally,  the  average  pay  per  active  member  increased  by  1.9%.  This  increase  is  less  than 
the  assumed  payroll  inflation  of  4.5%. 


Table  1-2 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  Employees'  Retirement  System 

Membership  Total 

Item 

Jury  1, 2008 

July  1, 2007* 

%  Change 

Active  Counts 

Terminated  Vested 

Disabled 

Retirees 

Beneficiaries 

Total  SFERS  Members 

Active  Member  Payroll 
Average  Pay  per  Active  Member 

30,650 
4,746 
2,630 

15,147 
3.737 

56,910 

$    2,457,196,188 
80,170 

30,190 
3,870 
2,615 

14,766 

3.735 
55,176 

$  2,376,221,000 
78,709 

1.5% 
22.6% 
0.6% 
2.6% 
0.1% 
3.1% 

3.4% 
1.9%        j 

♦July  1 ,  2007  numbers  completed  by  prior  actuary 
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2.    SFERS  Assets  and  Liabilities 

Table  1-3  presents  a  comparison  between  the  July  1,  2008  and  July  1,  2007  SFERS  assets, 
liabilities,  UAL,  and  funding  ratios. 


The  key  results  shown  in  Table  1-3  indicate  that  the  total  actuarial  liability  increased 
13.4%  (reflecting  the  increase  due  to  Proposition  B  and  the  change  in  the  investment 
assumption)  and  the  market  value  of  assets  decreased  by  6.6%.  SFERS  employs  an  asset 
smoothing  method  which  dampens  market  volatility.  For  this  year  the  smoothed  value  of 
assets  (called  the  actuarial  value  of  assets)  increased  by  6.8%.  Finally,  SFERS'  surplus 
(actuarial  value  of  assets  less  actuarial  liabilities)  decreased  from  $1.39  billion  to  $0.58 
billion,  resulting  in  a  decreased  in  the  funding  ratio  from  1 10.2%  to  103.8%. 


Table  1-3 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  Employees'  Retirement  System 

Assets  &  Liabilities 

(in  millions) 

Item 

July  1,  2008 

July  1,  2007* 

%  Change 

Actives 

$               7,055.2 

$               5,900.3 

19.6% 

Terminated  Vested 

290.1 

217.5 

33.4% 

Disabled 

1,493.6 

1,381.1 

8.1% 

Retirees 

5,740.1 

5,295.4 

8.4% 

Beneficiaries 

779.8 

747.1 

4.4% 

Total  Actuarial  Liability 

$             15,358.8 

$         13,541.4 

13.4% 

Market  Value  Assets 

$             15,833.3 

$             16,952.0 

-6.6% 

Actuarial  Value  Assets 

15,941.4 

14,929.3 

6.8% 

Unfunded  Actuarial  Liability 

$               (582.6) 

$            (1,387.9) 

-58.0% 

Funding  Ratio  -  Actuarial  Value 

103.8% 

110.2% 

-6.4% 

♦July  1,  2007  numbers  completed  by  prior  actuary 
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3.    Components  of  Surplus  decrease  between  July  1,  2007  and  July  1,  2008: 

As  mentioned  earlier  the  surplus  declined  this  year  by  $805.3  million;  from  a  surplus  of 
$1,387.9  million  to  $582.6  million.  Table  1-4  below  presents  the  specific  components  of 
this  change  in  the  Surplus. 

The  key  findings  in  Table  1-4  are  that  the  economic  assumption  change  reduced  the 
Surplus  by  $433.3  million,  Proposition  B  decreased  the  Surplus  an  additional  $750.2 
million.  Partially  offsetting  those  decreases  was  an  investment  gain  of  $216.7  million,  a 
liability  experience  gain  of  $122.6  million,  and  additional  member  contributions  more 
than  expected  by  $15.4  million  The  change  in  actuary  to  Cheiron  resulted  in  an  increase 
in  the  Surplus  by  $12.2  million  due  to  differences  in  measurement  of  liabilities. 


Table  1-4 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  Employees'  Retirement  System 

-  Decrease 

in  Surplus 

Experience 

in  millions 

%of 
Liabilities 

1 .  Surplus  increase  due  to  investment  gain 

2.  Surplus  increase  due  to  overall  liability  gain 

$216.7 
122.6 

1.41% 
0.80% 

Benefits 

4.       Surplus  decrease  due  to  Proposition  B 

(750.2) 

-4.88% 

Contributions 

5.       Surplus  increase  due  to  contributions  in  excess  of  expected 

15.4 

0.10% 

Actuarial 

6.  Surplus  decrease  due  to  change  in  economic  assumption  changes 

7.  Surplus  increase  due  to  change  in  valuation  of  the  liabilities 

(433.3) 
12.2 

-2.82% 
0.08% 

Total 

7.  Total  net  overall  change:  sum  1  through  6 

8.  Expected  change  in  Surplus 

9.  Total  actual  change  in  Surplus:  7  +  8 

$  (816.6) 

11.3 

$  (805.3) 

-5.32% 

0.07% 

-5.24% 

-(+tEIRON 


CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO  EMPLOYEES'  RETIREMENT  SYSTEM 
JULY  1,  2008  ACTUARIAL  VALUATION 

SECTION  I 
BOARD  SUMMARY 

4.    SFERS  Contributions: 

Table  1-5  shows  SFERS  contribution  for  FY  2010  measured  as  a  percent  of  membership 
payroll  increased  from  4.99%  to  9.49%. 


Table  1-5 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  Employees'  Retirement  System  -  Contributions 


Item 


Jnly  1,2008      Jnly  1, 2007*       %Change 


1 .  Gross  Normal  Cost  % 

2.  Member  Cost  % 

3 .  Employer  Normal  Cost  % 

4.  Amortization  of  Proposition  UAL% 

5 .  Amortization  of  Remaining  UAL% 

6.  Total  Employer  Unfunded  Liability  Cost  % 

1.  Expenses  % 

8.  Net  Employer  Contribution  Rate:  (3  +  6  +  7) 


18.16% 

7.50% 

10.66% 

-7.03% 

5.41% 

-1.62% 

0.45% 

9.49% 


16.19% 

1.97% 

7.52% 

-0.02% 

8.67% 

1.99% 

-7.55% 

0.52% 

3.42% 

1.99% 

-4.13% 

2.51% 

0.45% 

0.00% 

4.99% 


4.50% 


♦July  1 ,  2007  numbers  completed  by  prior  actuary 

Table  1-6  shows  sources  for  the  change  in  the  net  employer  contribution  rate.  The 
contribution  rate  increase  is  primarily  attributable  to  the  changes  under  Proposition  B  and 
the  investment  assumption  change.  Plan  experience  as  well  as  the  change  in  actuary 
offset  the  increase  in  the  contribution  rate  by  1.30%. 


Table  1-6 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  Employees'  Retirement  System 

Contribution  Reconciliation 

Item                                     Total 

Normal  Cost 

Amortization 

2007  Net  Employer  Contribution  Rate* 
Change  due  to  experience  and  transition 

Change  due  to  benefit  changes 
Change  due  to  assumption  changes 

2008  Net  Employer  Contribution  Rate* 

4.99% 
-1.30% 
3.26% 
2.55% 
9.49% 

9.12% 

-0.13% 

1.17% 

0.95% 

11.11% 

-4.13% 

-1.18% 

2.08% 

1.60% 

-1.62% 

♦includes  expenses 

In  Section  IV  of  this  report,  we  provide  more  detail  on  the  development  of  this 
contribution  rate. 
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C.  Historical  Trends 

Despite  the  fact  that  most  of  the  attention  given  to  the  valuation  is  with  respect  to  the  most 
recently  computed  unfunded  actuarial  liability,  funding  ratio,  and  SFERS  contribution  rate,  it 
is  important  to  remember  that  each  valuation  is  merely  a  snapshot  of  the  long-term  progress 
of  a  pension  fund.  It  is  more  important  to  judge  a  current  year's  valuation  result  relative  to 
historical  trends,  as  well  as  trends  expected  into  the  future  trends. 

In  the  chart  below,  we  present  the  historical  trends  for  assets  (both  market  and  smoothed) 
versus  actuarial  liabilities,  and  also  show  the  progress  of  SFERS'  funding  ratios  since  1998. 

SFERS-  Assets  and  Liabilities  1998-2008 
City  and  Comity  of  San  Francisco  Employees'  Retirement  System 

f-~  Actuarial  Liability  •"♦—Assets-Smoothed  *^^Assets  at  Market  Value 


$17 


1998         1999         2000        2001         2002         2003         2004         2005        2006        2007        2008 


Funded 
UAL/(Su 


Ratio!  125.1% 
rplosj  S  (139] 


137  ,8V. 


59)   SP-43) 


138.8V* 


S  (2.82) 


129.0V* 


S  (2.43) 


117.9V.I  109.0V. 


S  (1.69)|  S  (0.92)   S  (0.41) 


103.8% 


107.6V. 


S(0-89) 


108.6V* 


S  (1.08) 


110.2  V. 


S(l-39) 


103.8V. 


$    (0.58) 


The  chart  above  indicates  that  from  1998  to  2000,  SFERS  maintained  a  strong  and  improving 
funding  ratio.  Then  from  2000  to  2004,  the  funding  ratio  declined  but  remained  in  a  surplus 
status  with  the  low  point  being  in  2004  at  103.8%.  From  2004  to  2007,  the  ratio  improved, 
primarily  due  to  strong  asset  performance.  In  2008,  the  ratio  declined  slightly  primarily  due 
to  Proposition  B  and  assumption  changes. 
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In  the  chart  below,  we  present  the  historical  trends  for  SFERS'  contribution  rates  since  fiscal 
year  2000.  All  information  shown  prior  to  FY2010  was  calculated  by  the  prior  actuary. 

Employer  and  Member  Contribution  Rates  1998-2008 


City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  Employees'  Retirement  System 

^^    '  Computed  Employer  Rate  I     Employee's  Rate  
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The  key  information  in  this  chart  is  the  increase  in  the  Employer  contribution  rate  since  2004. 
The  dramatic  increase  scheduled  fiscal  year  2010  is  primarily  due  to  benefit  changes  under 
Proposition  B 
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In  the  chart  below,  we  show  historical  treads  of  SFERS'  contribution  rate  components  since 
fiscal  year  2000,  with  a  table  below  it  showing  the  detail  of  the  components  of  the 
contribution  rates.  All  information  shown  prior  to  FY2010  was  calculated  by  the  prior 
actuary. 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  Employees'  Retirement  System 

11H  Amortiziiion  ofl'Al  Mraber  Coo(ri>DtioDs  ■MNonnal  Cost  +  Expenses 

^^  Adjusted  Net  Rite  "tie— Net  Rile 


Fiscal  Year 

Norma]  Cost  +  Expenses 

Amortization  of  UAL 

Member  Contributions 

Net  Rate 

Adjusted  Net  Rate 


2000 


1334% 
-9.30% 

-7-54% 
-2.90% 


Historic  Cost  as  ■  Percentage  of  Pay 


2001 


13.45% 
-13.07% 


-7.15% 


2002 


14.57% 
-14.10% 

-7-53'/' 


-7.06% 

1 


2003 


14.01% 
-1L21% 

-7-53% 


-4.73% 


2004 


14.42% 

-7.32% 
-7-52% 
-fl.42% 


2005 


15.64% 
-3.63% 

-7.53% 
4.48% 


2007 


17.01% 

-3.25% 

.152% 


6.24% 


2008 


17.05% 
-3.63% 

-7-51% 
551% 


2009 


16.64% 
-4.13% 

-7,52% 
4.99% 


2010 


18.61% 
-1.62% 

-7.50% 


9.49% 


The  key  information  above  is  that  the  normal  cost  as  a  percent  of  payroll  has  been  increasing 
gradually  from  fiscal  year  2000  to  fiscal  year  2010.  The  amortization  of  the  UAL  as  a 
percent  of  pay  decreased  for  the  periods  of  fiscal  year  2000  to  fiscal  year  2002  and  fiscal  year 
2006  to  fiscal  year  2009.  The  chart  demonstrates  how  the  total  annual  cost  is  offset  by 
member  contribution  and  amortization  of  surplus  assets  over  actuarial  liabilities  causing  the 
net  cost  to  be  negative  and  the  adjusted  rate  to  be  zero,  as  the  surplus  declines  as  in  2005  and 
2006  the  Employer  contribution  rates  have  increased.  This  contribution  rate  volatility  can  be 
expected  for  a  system  that  is  near  or  more  than  fully  funded. 
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The  next  chart  below  presents  the  pattern  of  SFERS'  annual  gains  and  losses,  broken  into  the 
investment  and  liability  components.  The  chart  does  not  include  any  changes  in  the  system's 
assets  and  liabilities  attributable  to  changes  to  methods,  procedures  or  assumptions. 


SFERS  Historical  Gain/iLossi  1998-2008 


S400 


City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  Employees'  Retirement  System 


Plan  Year  Ending 


The  key  insights  from  this  chart  are: 

•  Investment  gains  (gold  bars)  from  1998  through  2000  were  offset  by  investment  losses 
from  2001  through  2005.  From  2006  to  2008,  there  were  positive  investment  trends,  with 
a  significant  investment  gain  in  2008. 

•  On  the  liability  side,  from  1999  to  2007  there  was  a  partem  of  hability  losses,  with  the 
exception  small  gains  in  2004  and  2006.  In  2008  the  system  experienced  a  relatively 
large  liability  gain. 
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D.  Projected  Financial  Trends 

Our  analysis  of  SFERS  projected  financial  trends  is  an  important  part  of  this  valuation.  In 
this  Section,  we  present  our  assessment  of  the  implications  of  the  July  1 ,  2008  valuation 
results  on  the  future  outlook  for  SFERS  in  terms  of  benefit  security  (assets  over  liabilities) 
and  the  SFERS  expected  cost  progression. 

In  the  charts  that  follow,  we  project  SFERS'  assets  and  liabilities,  the  pay  down  of  UAL,  and 
the  Employer  contributions  as  a  percent  of  payroll  on  two  different  bases: 

1)  Assuming  7.75%  returns  each  and  every  year,  and 

2)  Assuming  returns  shown  in  the  table  below.  These  are  rates  of  return  that  vary  each  year 
but  over  the  projection  period  equals  on  average  the  assumed  7.75%  return.  We  do  this 
because  SFERS'  returns  will  never  be  level  each  and  every  year. 


Julyl, 
Return 

2008 
-14.00% 

2009 
8.00% 

2010 
6.00% 

2011 
9.00% 

2012 
13.00% 

2013 
15.00% 

2014 
9.00% 

2015 
7.00% 

2016 
10.00% 

2017 
6.00% 

Julyl, 
Return 

2018 
8.00% 

2019 
12.00% 

2020 
16.00% 

2021 
7.00% 

2022 
4.00% 

2023 
-3.00% 

2024 
10.00% 

2025 
18.00% 

2026 
4.00% 

2027 
10.00% 
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CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO  EMPLOYEES'  RETIREMENT  SYSTEM 
JULY  1,  2008  ACTUARIAL  VALUATION 

section  n 

ASSETS 

SFERS  uses  and  discloses  two  different  asset  measurements  which  are  presented  in  this  Section 
of  the  report,  market  value  and  actuarial  value  of  assets.  The  market  value  represents,  as  of  the 
valuation  date,  the  value  of  the  assets  if  they  were  liquidated  on  that  date.  The  actuarial  value  of 
assets  is  a  value  that  attempts  to  smooth  annual  investment  return  performance  over  multiple 
years  to  reduce  investment  volatility,  and  is  used  in  determining  SFERS'  contribution  rates. 

On  the  following  pages  we  present  detailed  information  on  SFERS'  assets: 

•  Statement  of  cash  flows  during  the  year  by  membership  group, 

•  Development  of  the  actuarial  value  of  assets, 

•  Discussion  of  investment  performance  for  the  year. 


Table  D-l 

SFERS  -  Change  in  Market  Value  of  Assets  from  2007-2008 

(in  thousands) 

Item 

Police 

Fire 

Miscellaneous 

Total 

1. 

Market  Value  as  of  7/1/2007 

$3,492,056 

$2,811,696 

$10,648,292 

$16,952,044 

2. 

Additions 

a.  Employers'  contributions  for  2007-2008 

13,114 

9,398 

111,535 

134,046 

b.  Members'  contributions  for  2007-2008 

16.836 

12.097 

156.203 

185.136 

c.  Total  Additions:  (2a  +  2b) 

$29,950 

$21,495 

$267,738 

$319,183 

3. 

Net  Investment  Income  for  2007-2008 

(152,421) 

(122.067) 

(460,944) 

(735,432) 

4. 

Benefits  and  Administrative  Expenses 

(124,505) 

(132,201) 

(445,785) 

(702,492) 

5. 

Net  Increase/(Decrease):  (2c  +  3  +  4) 

$(246,976) 

$(232,774) 

$(638,991) 

$(1,118,741) 

6. 

Market  Value  as  of  7/1/2008:  (1  +  5) 

J3,245,080 

$2,578^922 

$10,009,301 

$15,833,303 
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CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO  EMPLOYEES'  RETIREMENT  SYSTEM 
JULY  1,  2008  ACTUARIAL  VALUATION 

SECTION  n 
ASSETS 

A.  Actuarial  Value  of  Assets 

To  determine  on-going  funding  requirements,  most  pension  funds  utilize  an  actuarial  value  of 
assets  that  differs  from  the  market  value  of  assets.  The  actuarial  value  of  assets  represents  an 
asset  value  based  on  averaging  or  smoothing  year-to-year  market  value  returns  for  purposes 
of  reducing  the  resulting  volatility  on  contributions. 

The  actuarial  value  is  calculated  by  recognizing  20%  of  each  of  the  prior  four  years  of  actual 
investment  experience  relative  the  expected  return  (8.0%)  on  the  actuarial  asset  value.  The 
expected  return  on  market  assets  is  determined  using  the  Fund's  actual  cash  flows  and  the 
actuarial  rate  of  interest.  The  balance  of  the  actual  investment  experience  is  recognized  in  a 
similar  fashion  in  future  years.  (See  Appendix  B.2  for  further  explanation  of  the  asset 
valuation  method). 


Table  II-2 

SFERS  -  Development  of  Actuarial  Value  of  Assets  for  7/1/2008 

(in  thousands) 

Item 

Police 

Fire 

Miscellaneous 

Total 

I. 

Actuarial  Value  as  of  7/1/2007 

$3,129,469 

$2,501,834 

$9,297,984 

$14,929,287 

2. 

Non-Investment  Cash  Flow  for  2007-2008 

(94,555) 

(110,707) 

(178,047) 

(383,309) 

3. 

Expected  Return  in  2007-2008 
Expected  Actuarial  Value  as  of  7/1/2008: 

246,648 

195,804 

736,854 

1,179,306 

4. 

(1+2  +  3) 

$3,281,562 

$2,586,931 

$9,856,791 

$15,725,283 

5. 

Actual  Return  in  2007-2008 

(152,421) 

(122,067) 

(460,944) 

(735,432) 

6. 

Actual  Return  Above  Expected  in  2007-200? 

(399,069) 

(317,871) 

(1,197,798) 

(1,914,737) 

7. 

Recognition  of  Returns  Above  Expected 

a.  2007-2008 

(79,814) 

(63,574) 

(239,560) 

(382,947) 

b.  2006-2007 

72,455 

58,212 

213,821 

344,487 

c.  2005-2006 

28,694 

23,339 

83,642 

135,676 

d.  2004-2005 

25,243 

20,874 

72,774 

118,891 

e.  2003-2004 

0 

0 

0 

0 

f.  Total:  (7a  +  7b  +  7c  +  7d  +  7e) 

$46,577 

$38,852 

$130,677 

$216,107 

8. 

Actuarial  Value  as  of  7/1/2008:  (4  +  70 

$3,328,139 

$2,625,783 

$9,987,468 

$15,941,390 
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CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO  EMPLOYEES'  RETIREMENT  SYSTEM 
JULY  1,  2008  ACTUARIAL  VALUATION 

SECTION  n 
ASSETS 

B.  Investment  Performance 

The  market  value  of  assets  internal  rate  of  return,  net  of  expenses,  was  -4.44%  for  the  year 
ending  July  1 ,  2008  based  on  SFERS  return  determination.  This  is  compared  to  an  assumed 
return  of  8.00%. 

On  an  actuarial  value  of  assets  basis,  the  return  for  the  year  ending  July  1,  2008  was  9.47%. 
This  return  produced  an  overall  SFERS  investment  gain  of  $216.7  million  for  the  year  ending 
July  1,2008. 
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CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO  EMPLOYEES*  RETIREMENT  SYSTEM 
JULY  1,  2008  ACTUARIAL  VALUATION 

SECTION  HI 
LIABILITIES 

In  this  section,  we  present  detailed  information  on  liabilities  for  SFERS,  including: 

•  Disclosure  of  liabilities  at  July  1,  2007  and  July  1,  2008,  and 

•  Statement  of  changes  in  the  unfunded  actuarial  liabilities  during  the  year. 

•  Schedule  of  amortization  amounts  of  the  unfunded  actuarial  liability  portion  of  the  annual 
cost 

A.  Disclosure 

Several  types  of  liabilities  are  calculated  and  presented  in  this  report.  Each  type  is 
distinguished  by  the  purpose  for  which  the  figures  are  ultimately  used. 

•  Present  Value  of  all  Future  Benefits:  Used  for  measuring  all  future  SFERS  obligations, 
represents  the  amount  of  money  needed  today  to  fully  pay  off  all  benefits  of  SFERS  both 
earned  as  of  the  valuation  date  and  those  to  be  earned  in  the  future  by  current  plan 
participants,  under  the  current  Plan  provisions. 

•  Actuarial  Liability-Entry  Age  Normal  (EAN):  Used  for  detennining  employer 
contributions  and  GASB  accounting  disclosures.  This  liability  is  calculated  taking  the 
present  value  of  all  future  benefits  and  subtracting  the  present  value  of  future  member 
contributions  and  future  employer  normal  costs  as  determined  under  the  EAN  actuarial 
funding  method. 

•  Present  Value  of  Accrued  Benefits:  Disclosed  in  Section  V  of  this  report  for 
accounting  statement  purposes  (FASB  35).  This  liability  represents  the  present  value  of 
future  benefits  payable  to  all  plan  participants  if  the  plan  were  terminated  as  of  the 
valuation  date,  and  future  accruals  and  contributions  stopped. 

Table  IU-1  on  the  following  page  discloses  the  first  two  of  these  liabilities  for  the  current  and 
prior  year  valuations.  By  subtracting  the  actuarial  value  of  assets  from  the  actuarial  liability 
the  net  surplus  or  an  unfunded  actuarial  liability  (UAL)  is  determined. 


-(+4EIRON  18 


CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO  EMPLOYEES'  RETIREMENT  SYSTEM 
JULY  1,  2008  ACTUARIAL  VALUATION 

SECTION  HI 
LIABILITIES 


Table  IH-1 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  Employees'  Retirement  System  -  Total 

(in  thousands) 

Item 

July  1,  2008 

July  1,  2007* 

Present  Valne  of  Future  Benefits 

$           11,621,278 

290,154 

1,493,591 

5,740,108 

779.757 

$           19,924,888 

$           19.924,888 

2,682,394 
1.883.670 
$           15,358,824 

$           15,941,390 
$             (582,566) 

$             9,735,105 

217,550 

1,381,123 

5.295,384 

747.074 

$           17,376,237 

$           17,376,237 

1,952,165 

1.882.683 

$           13,541,388 

$           14,929,287 
$          (1,387,899) 

Actives 

Terminated  Vested 

Disabled 

Retirees 

Beneficiaries 

Total  SFERS 

Actuarial  Liability 

Total  Present  Value  of  Benefits 

Present  Value  of  Future  Normal  Costs 

Employer  Portion 

Employee  Portion 

Actuarial  Liability 

Actuarial  Value  of  Assets 
Unfunded  Actuarial  Liability /(Sniplus) 

*July  1,  2007  numbers  completed  by  prior  actuary 

Table  m-2  shows  actuarial  liability  as  of  July  1,  2008  for  each  of  the  Miscellaneous,  Police, 
and  Fire  members  of  SFERS. 


Table  IH-2 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

Employees'  Retirement  System 

-  Split  by  Group 

(in  thousands) 

Item 

July  1,  2008 
Police 

July  1, 2008 
Fire 

July  1,  2008 
Miscellaneous 

Present  Value  of  Furore  Benefits 

Actives 

$ 

1,797,129 

$     1,289,790 

$     8,534,359 

Terminated  Vested 

14,006 

8,394 

267,754 

Disabled 

430,546 

745,923 

317,122 

Retirees 

998,391 

837,478 

3,904,240 

Beneficiaries 

262.628 

209.703 

307.425 

Total  SFERS 

$ 
$ 

3,502,700 

1,137,955 

$    3,091,288 
$     771,249 

$     13,330,900 
$     5.146,011 

Actuarial  Liability 

Actives 

Terminated  Vested 

14,006 

8,394 

267,754 

Disabled 

430,546 

745,923 

317,122 

Retirees 

998,391 

837,478 

3,904,240 

Beneficiaries 

262.628 

209.703 

307.425 

Total  SFERS 

S 

2,843,525 

$     2,572,746 

$     9,942,552 
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CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO  EMPLOYEES'  RETIREMENT  SYSTEM 
JULY  1,  2008  ACTUARIAL  VALUATION 

SECTION  in 
LIABILITIES 

B.  Changes  in  Unfunded  Actuarial  Liabilities 

The  UAL  of  any  retirement  plan  is  expected  to  change  at  each  subsequent  valuation  for  a 
variety  of  reasons.  In  each  valuation,  we  will  report  on  those  elements  of  change  in  the  UAL 
that  have  particular  significance  or  could  potentially  affect  the  long-term  financial  outlook  of 
a  retirement  plan.  Below  we  present  key  changes  in  liabilities  since  the  last  valuation. 


Table  HI-3 

SFERS  -  Development  of  2008  Experience  Gain/(Loss) 

(in  millions) 

Item 

Cost 

1. 

Unfunded  Actuarial  Liability/(Surplus)  at  July  1,  2007 

$(1,387.9) 

2. 

Middle  of  year  actuarial  liability  payment 

95.9 

3. 
4. 

Interest  to  end  of  year  on  1  and  2 

Expected  Unfunded  Actuarial  Liability  at  July  1,  2008  (1+2+3) 

(107.3) 

$(L399.3) 

5. 

Actual  Unfunded  Liability  at  July  1,  2008 

$(582.6) 

6. 

Difference:  (4  -  5) 

$(816.7) 

7. 

Portion  of  difference  (6)  due  to  actuarial  assumption  changes 

$  (433.3) 

8. 

Portion  of  difference  (6)  due  to  benefit  changes  from  Prop  B 

$  (750.2) 

9. 

Portion  of  difference  (6)  due  to  change  in  actuarial  measurement  of  die  liabilities 

12.2 

10. 

Portion  of  difference  (6)  due  to  contributions  more  than  expected 

15.4 

11. 

Portion  of  difference  (6)  due  to  experience  Gain/(Loss) 

339.2 

a)  portion  of  (1 1)  due  to  investment  experience 

216.7 

b)  portion  of  (1 1)  due  to  liability  experience 

122.6 
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CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO  EMPLOYEES'  RETIREMENT  SYSTEM 
JULY  1,  2008  ACTUARIAL  VALUATION 

SECTION  rv 
CONTRIBUTIONS 

In  the  process  of  evaluating  the  financial  condition  of  any  pension  plan,  the  actuary  analyzes  the 
assets  and  liabilities  to  determine  what  level  (if  any)  of  contributions  needed  to  achieve  and 
maintain  an  appropriate  funded  status  of  a  plan.  Typically,  the  actuarial  process  will  use  an 
actuarial  funding  method  that  will  result  in  a  pattern  of  contributions  that  are  both  stable  and 
predictable. 

The  actuarial  funding  methodology  employed  is  the  Entry  Age  Normal  actuarial  funding  method. 
Under  this  method,  there  are  two  components  to  the  total  contribution:  the  normal  cost,  and  the 
unfunded  actuarial  liability  contribution.  The  normal  cost  rate  is  determined  by  taking  the  value, 
as  of  entry  age  into  the  plan,  of  each  member's  projected  future  benefits.  This  value  is  then 
divided  by  the  value,  also  at  entry  age,  of  the  each  member's  expected  future  salary.  The  normal 
cost  rate  is  multiplied  by  current  salary  to  determine  each  member's  normal  cost.  Finally,  the 
normal  cost  is  reduced  by  the  member  contribution  to  produce  the  employer  normal  cost.  The 
difference  between  the  EAN  actuarial  liability  and  the  actuarial  value  of  assets  is  the  unfunded 
actuarial  liability.  The  UAL  is  made  up  of  unamortized  prior  Charter  amendments,  plus  the 
impact  of  accumulated  experience,  assumption  and  method  changes  and  Supplemental  COLA 
costs. 

Table  IV- 1  on  the  following  page  shows  how  the  Employer's  contribution  rate  for  FY  2010  is 
developed.  The  methodology  and  assumptions  used  are  in  full  compliance  with  the  parameters 
set  in  GASB  Statement  No.  25  for  purposes  of  detennining  the  annual  required  contribution 
(ARC). 

Table  IV-2  provides  the  payment  schedules  to  amortize  the  changes  to  the  actuarial  liability  as  a 
result  of  changes  to  the  Charter  over  20  years  with  the  net  unfunded  liability  representing  the 
accumulated  experience  gains/losses,  cost  of  Supplemental  COLA  or  changes  in  the  assumptions 
or  methods  over  15  years.  All  amortizations  are  determined  on  a  level  percent  of  pay  basis 
which  means  that  for  the  duration  of  the  amortization  schedule  the  payment  amount  increases 
each  year  at  the  assumed  wage  inflation  rate  of  4.5%.  The  balance  of  the  unfunded  liability  this 
year  reflects  the  increase  in  actuarial  liabilities  due  to  the  interest  assumption  change  from  8.0% 
to  7.75%.  As  partial  offset  the  finance  charge  portion  of  the  amortization  payments  has  been 
reduced  as  a  function  of  the  interest  assumption  change 
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CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO  EMPLOYEES'  RETIREMENT  SYSTEM 
JULY  1,  2008  ACTUARIAL  VALUATION 

SECTION  V 
ACCOUNTING  STATEMENT  INFORMATION 

Statement  No.  35  of  the  Financial  Accounting  Standards  Board  (FASB)  requires  the  disclosure 
of  certain  information  regarding  funding  status.  Statement  No.  25  of  the  Governmental 
Accounting  Standards  Board  (GASB)  establishes  standards  for  disclosure  of  pension  information 
by  public  employee  retirement  systems  and  governmental  employers  in  notes  to  financial 
statements  and  supplementary  information. 

The  FASB  No.  35  Basis  disclosure  provides  a  "snap  shot"  view  of  how  system  assets  at  market 
value  compare  to  liabilities  if  contributions  stopped  and  accrued  benefit  claims  had  to  be 
satisfied. 

The  GASB  No.  25  Basis  disclosure  presents  the  actuarial  liability  computed  for  funding  purposes 
to  the  actuarial  value  of  assets  to  determine  a  funded  ratio  (i.e.  the  EAN  liability). 

Both  the  present  value  of  accrued  benefits  (FASB  No.  35  Basis)  and  the  actuarial  liability 
(GASB  No.  25  Basis)  are  determined  assuming  that  participants  continue  to  terminate 
employment,  retire,  etc.,  in  accordance  with  the  actuarial  assumptions.  Liabilities  are  discounted 
at  the  assumed  valuation  interest  rate  of  7.75%  per  annum 

FASB  Statement  No.  35  specifies  that  a  comparison  of  the  present  value  of  accrued 
(accumulated)  benefits  to  the  market  value  of  the  assets  as  of  the  valuation  date  must  be 
provided.  GASB  Statement  No.  25  requires  the  actuarial  liability  be  compared  with  the  actuarial 
value  of  assets  for  funding  purposes.  The  relevant  amounts  as  of  July  1,  2007  and  July  1,  2008 
are  presented  in  Table  V-l. 
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CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO  EMPLOYEES'  RETIREMENT  SYSTEM 
JULY  1,  2008  ACTUARIAL  VALUATION 

SECTION  V 
ACCOUNTING  STATEMENT  INFORMATION 


Table  V-l 
San  Francisco  Employees'  Retirement  System 

(in  thousands) 

Item 

July  1, 2008 

July  1, 2007* 

% 
Change 

GASB  No.  25  Basis 

1.  Actuarial  Liabilities 

a.  Members  Currently  Receiving  Payments 

b.  Vested  Terminated  and  Inactive  Members 

c.  Active  Members 

d.  Total  Actuarial  Liability 

2.  Actuarial  Value  of  Assets 

3 .  Unfunded  Actuarial  Liability 

4.  Ratio  of  Actuarial  Value  of  Assets 
to  Actuarial  Liability  (2)/(l)(d) 

$  8,013,456 

290,154 

7.055.214 

$  15,358.824 

$  15,941,390 
$  (582,566) 

103.79% 

$  7,423,580 

217,550 

5.900.257 

$  13,541,388 

$  14,929,287 
$(1,387,899) 

110.25% 

7.9% 
33.4% 
19.6% 

13.4% 
6.8% 

-58.0% 
-6.4% 

FASB  No.  35  Basis 

1 .  Present  Value  of  Benefits  Accrued  and  Vested  to  Date 

a.  Members  Currently  Receiving  Payments 

b.  Vested  Terminated  and  Inactive  Members 

c.  Active  Members 

d.  Total  PVAB 

2.  Assets  at  Market  Value 

3 .  Unfunded  Present  Value  of  Accrued  Benefits, 
But  Not  Less  Than  Zero 

4.  Ratio  of  Assets  to  Value  of  Benefits  (2)/(lXd) 

$  8,013,456 
290,154 

5.479.729 
$  13,783,339 

$  15,833,303 

$- 
114.87% 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

$  16,952,044 

N/A 
N/A 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

-6.6% 

N/A 
N/A| 

*  July  1 ,  2007  numbers  completed  by  prior  actuary 
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CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO  EMPLOYEES'  RETIREMENT  SYSTEM 
JULY  1,  2008  ACTUARIAL  VALUATION 

SECTION  V 
ACCOUNTING  STATEMENT  INFORMATION 

Tables  V-2  through  V-4  are  exhibits  for  use  in  SFERS'  Comprehensive  Annual  Financial  Report 
(CAFR).  The  Government  Finance  Officers  Association  (GFOA)  recommends  showing  at  least 
6  years  of  experience  in  each  of  these  exhibits.  Table  V-2  shows  the  Notes  to  Required 
Supplementary  Information.  Table  V-3  presents  an  analysis  of  financial  experience  for  the 
valuation  year,  and  Table  V-4  presents  the  Solvency  Test  which  shows  the  portion  of  actuarial 
liability  covered  by  assets. 


Table  V-2 

San  Francisco  Employees'  Retirement  System 

NOTES  TO  REQUIRED  SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION 


The  information  presented  in  the  required  supplementary  schedules  to  the  Financial  Section  of  the 
CAFR  was  determined  as  part  of  the  actuarial  valuation  at  the  date  indicated.  Additional 
information  as  of  the  latest  actuarial  valuation  follows. 


Valuation  date 

Actuarial  funding  method 

Amortization  method 

Remaining  amortization  period 

Asset  valuation  method 

Actuarial  assumptions: 
Investment  rate  of  return 
Projected  salary  increases  due 
to  inflation  ' 
Cost-of-living  adjustments 


July  1,2008 

Entry  Age  Normal 

Rolling 

15  or  20  years  depending  upon  the  source 

5  year  smoothing  of  return  over  or  under  expected  returns 


7.75% 
4.50% 


Old  Plans 
Old: 
Old  PIS 
New  Plans 


Police  and  Fire,  post  7/1/75  DOR  4.5%  per  year 

Police  and  Fire,  pre  7/1/75  DOR  3.0%  per  year 

Miscellaneous  2.0%  per  year 

-  Police,  Fire,  and  Miscellaneous  2.0%  per  year 


The  actuarial  assumptions  used  have  been  recommended  by  the  actuary  and  adopted  by  SFERS 
Board  based  on  the  most  recent  review  of  SFERS'  experience,  completed  in  2008. 

The  rate  of  employer  contributions  to  SFERS  is  composed  of  the  normal  cost  and  amortization  of 
the  unfunded  actuarial  liability.  The  normal  cost  is  a  level  percent  of  payroll  cost  which,  along  with 
the  member  contributions,  will  pay  for  projected  benefits  at  retirement  for  the  average  plan 
participant.  The  actuarial  liability  is  that  portion  of  the  present  value  of  projected  benefits  that  will 
not  be  paid  by  future  employer  normal  costs  or  member  contributions.  The  difference  between  this 
liability  and  the  funds  accumulated  as  of  the  same  date  is  the  unfunded  actuarial  liability. 


Additional  merit  salary  increases  of  0.70%  to  21.00%  based  on  a  participant's  years  of  service,  and 
membership  group  are  also  assumed.  These  increases  are  not  used  in  the  amortization  of  SFERS' 
UAL. 
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CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO  EMPLOYEES'  RETIREMENT  SYSTEM 
JULY  1,  2008  ACTUARIAL  VALUATION 

SECTION  V 
ACCOUNTING  STATEMENT  INFORMATION 


Table  V-3 

San  Francisco  Employees'  Retirement  System 

ANALYSIS  OF  FINANCIAL  EXPERIENCE 

Gain  (or  Loss)  in  Actuarial  Liability  During  Years  Ended  July  1 

Resulting  from  Differences  Between  Assumed  Experience 

and  Actual  Experience 

($  in  thousands) 


Gain  (or  Loss)  for 
Year  ending 
July  1,  2008 


Type  of  Activity 

Investment  Income  $    216,709 

Combined  Liabibty  Experience  122.569 

Gain  (or  Loss)  During  Year  from  Financial  Experience  $  339,278 

Non-Recurring  Gain  (or  Loss)  Items  (1,155.958) 

Composite  Gain  (or  Loss)  During  Year  $    (816,680) 
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CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO  EMPLOYEES'  RETIREMENT  SYSTEM 
JULY  1,  2008  ACTUARIAL  VALUATION 

SECTION  V 
ACCOUNTING  STATEMENT  INFORMATION 


Table  V-4 

San  Francisco  Employees'  Retirement  System 

GASB  SOLVENCY  TEST 

Actuarial  Liabilities  For 

($  in  thousands) 


Valuation 

Date 
July  1,- 


(A) 

Active 

Member 

Contributions 


(B) 

Retirees 

And 

Beneficiaries 


(C) 
Remaining 

Active 
Members' 
Liabilities 


Reported 
Assets  ! 


Portion  of  Actuarial 

Liabilities  Covered 

by  Reported  Assets 

(A)  (B)  (C) 


2008 
2007 


r 


$    2,411,027 
$    2,251,564 


$ 

$ 


8,013,456 
7,423,580 


4.934,341 
3,866.243 


$  15,941,390 
$  14,929.287 


100% 
100% 


100% 
100% 


100% 
100% 


1  Actuarial  Value  of  Assets 

2  Reflects  revised  economic  assumptions  and  Prop  B  changes 

3  July  1,  2007  and  prior  year  numbers  calculated  by  prior  actuary 
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CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO  EMPLOYEES'  RETIREMENT  SYSTEM 
JULY  1,  2008  ACTUARIAL  VALUATION 

APPENDIX  A 
MEMBERSHIP  INFORMATION 


Table  A  1 

City  and  County 

of  San  Fi 

a n risco  Employees'  Retirement  System 

Active  Member  Data  -  Total  System 

July  1,  2008 

July  1,2007* 

% 

Change 

Total 

Count 

30,650 

30,190 

1.5% 

Average  Current  Age 

47.4 

47.5 

-0.2% 

Average  Service 

11.9 

12.2 

-2.1% 

Annual  Pensionable  Earnings 

$         2,457,196,188 

$         2,376,221,000 

3.4% 

Average  Pensionable  Earnings 

$                      80,170 

$                      78,709 

1.9% 

Table  A  2 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  Employees'  Retirement  System 

Active  Member  Data  -  Police  Only 

July  1,  2008          July  1, 2007* 

%  Change 

Total 

Count 

Average  Current  Age 

Average  Service 

Annual  Pensionable  Earnings 

Average  Pensionable  Earnings 

$ 

2,243 

43.1 

15.1 

234,633.311 

104,607 

$ 
$ 

2,091 

43.9 

16.1 

212,561,000 

101,655 

7.3% 
-1.9% 
-6.4% 
1 0.4% 

2.9% 

Old 

Count 

Average  Current  Age 

Average  Service 

Annual  Pensionable  Earnings 

Average  Pensionable  Earnings 

$ 
$ 

37 

60.3 

37.2 

4,870,374 

131,632 

$ 
$ 

51 

59.2 

36.1 

6,183,000 

121,235 

-27.5% 
2.0% 
2.9% 

-21.2% 
8.6% 

New 

Count 

Average  Current  Age 

Average  Service 

Annual  Pensionable  Earnings 

Average  Pensionable  Earnings 

$ 
$ 

2,206 

42.8 

14.7 

229,762,937 

104,154 

2,040 

43.6 

15.6 

206,378,000 

101,166 

8.1% 

-1.7% 

-5.7% 

11.3% 

3.0% 
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CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO  EMPLOYEES'  RETIREMENT  SYSTEM 
JULY  1,  2008  ACTUARIAL  VALUATION 

APPENDIX  A 
MEMBERSHIP  INFORMATION 


City  and  County 

Table  A3 
of  San  Francisco  Employees'  Retirement  System 
Active  Member  Data  -  Fire  Only 

July  1,2008          July  1,2007* 

%  Change    j 

Total 

Count 

Average  Current  Age 

Average  Service 

Annual  Pensionable  Earnings 

Average  Pensionable  Earnings 

$ 
$ 

1,529 

43.6 

13.7 

162,975,058 

106,589 

$ 
$ 

1,491 

43.7 

14.1 

155,468,000 

104,271 

2.5% 

-0.3% 

-2.9% 

4.8% 

2.2% 

Old 

Count 

Average  Current  Age 

Average  Service 

Annual  Pensionable  Earnings 

Average  Pensionable  Earnings 

$ 
$ 

17 

60.9 

36.3 

2,532,164 

148,951 

$ 
$ 

28 

59.3 

31.9 

4,010,000 

143,214 

-39.3% 

2.9% 

13.9% 

-36.9% 
4.0% 

New 

Count 

Average  Current  Age 

Average  Service 

Annual  Pensionable  Earnings 

Average  Pensionable  Earnings 

$ 

$ 

1,512 

43.4 

13.4 

160,442,894 

106,113 

$ 

$ 

1,463 

43.5 

13.7 

151,458,000 

103,526 

3.3% 
0.0% 
-2.4% 
5.9% 
2.5% 

Table  A^* 

City  and  County 

of  San  Fr 

ancisco  Employees'  Retirement  System 

Active  Member  Data 

-  Miscellaneous  Only 

July  1,  2008 

July  1, 2007* 

%  Change 

Total 

Count 

26,878 

26,608 

1.0% 

Average  Current  Age 

47.9 

47.8 

0.2% 

Average  Service 

11.6 

11.6 

-0.7% 

Annual  Pensionable  Earnings 

$ 

2,059,587,819 

$ 

2,008,192,000 

2.6% 

Average  Pensionable  Earnings 

s 

76,627 

$ 

75,473 

1.5% 

Old 

Count 

598 

690 

-13.3% 

Average  Current  Age 

61.0 

61.6 

-1.0% 

Average  Service 

34.9 

27.0 

29.0% 

Annual  Pensionable  Earnings 

$ 

55,268,515 

$ 

62,249,000 

-11.2% 

Average  Pensionable  Earnings 

$ 

92,422 

$ 

90,216 

2.4% 

New 

Count 

26,280 

25,918 

1.4% 

Average  Current  Age 

47.6 

47.5 

0.4% 

Average  Service 

11.0 

11.2 

-1.8% 

Annual  Pensionable  Earnings 

$ 

2,004,319,304 

$ 

1,945,943,000 

3.0% 

Average  Pensionable  Earnings 

$ 

76,268 

$ 

75,081 

1.6% 
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CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO  EMPLOYEES'  RETIREMENT  SYSTEM 
JULY  1,  2008  ACTUARIAL  VALUATION 

APPENDIX  A 
MEMBERSHIP  INFORMATION 


Table  A  5 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  Employees'  Retirement  System 

Non-Active  Member  Data    Total  System 

Count 

Average  Age 

July  1,2008        July  1,2007*        <H>  Change 

July  1,  2008        July  1,  2007* 

"oChauge 

Total 

Retired 

15,147                    14,822                   2.2% 

70.0                         70.0 

0.1% 

Disabled 

2,630                      2,559                   2.8% 

66.2                         66. 1 

0.2% 

Beneficiaries 

3,737                      3,735                   0.1% 

76.9                         76.8 

0.2% 

Payee  Total 

21,514                    21,116                   1.9% 

70.8                         70.7 

0.1% 

Inactives 

4.748                      3,870                 22.7% 

47.9                         47.8 

0.3% 

Table  A  6 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  Employees'  Retirement  System 

Non-Active  Member  Data  -  Total  System 

Total  Annual  Benefit** 

Average  Annual  Benefit** 

July  1,2008           July  1,  2007*       °oC  bauge 

July  1,2008          July  1,2007* 

0» Change 

Total 

Retired 

$     498,014,844      $       495,584,259             0.5% 

$                32,879     $                33,436 

-1.7% 

Disabled 

108,615,485              104.720,894             3.7% 

41,299                      40,923 

0.9% 

Beneficiaries 

85,211,726               83,604,455             1.9% 

22,802                      22,384 

1.9% 

Payee  Total 

$     691.842,055     $      683,909,608             1.2% 

$                32,158      $               32,388 

-0.7% 

Inactives 

$     122,649,248                 n/a                      n/a 

$               25,832                            n/a 

n/a 

*  For  Deferred  Vested  employees,  total  contribution  balance  with  interest  is  displayed 
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CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO  EMPLOYEES'  RETIREMENT  SYSTEM 
JULY  1,  2008  ACTUARIAL  VALUATION 

APPENDIX  A 
MEMBERSHIP  INFORMATION 


Table  A  7 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  Employees'  Retirement  System 

Non-Active  Member  Data  -  Police 

Count 

Average  Age 

July  1,  2008 

July  1,  2007*        VoChange 

July  1,  2008        July  1,  2007* 

*/fcChange 

Total 

Retired 

1,046 

1,044                  0.2% 

67.4                      67.3 

0.1% 

Disabled 

517 

489                  5.7% 

67.2                      67.2 

0.1% 

Beneficiaries 

578 

581                -0.5% 

75.8                       75.5 

0.3% 

Payee  Total 

2,141 

2,114                  1.3% 

69.6                      69.5 

0.1% 

Inacnves 

122 

93                31.2% 

44.4                      44.2 

0.4% 

Old 

Retired 

768 

806                -4.7% 

70.1                       69.S 

0.8% 

Disabled 

396 

387                  2.3% 

709                       70.4 

0.6% 

Beneficiaries 

543 

549                -1.1% 

77.0                      76.7 

0.4% 

Payee  Total 

1,707 

1,742                -2.0% 

72.5                       72.0 

07% 

Inacnves 

- 

0.0% 

- 

0.0% 

New 

Retired 

278 

238                16.8% 

60.0                      599 

0.2% 

Disabled 

121 

102                18.6% 

55.4                      55.0 

0.7% 

Beneficiaries 

35 

32                  9.4% 

55.8                       54.8 

1.8% 

Payee  Total 

434 

372                16.7% 

584                       58  1 

0.4% 

Inacnves 

122 

93                31.2% 

44.4                      44.2 

0.4% 

Table  A  8 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  Employees'  Retirement  System 

Non-Active  Member  Data  -  Police 

Total  Annual  Benefit" 

Average  Annual  Benefit* 

« 

July  1,  2008           July  1, 2007*       VoChange 

July! 

,  2008         Jury  1,  2007* 

o'oChange 

Total 

Retired                        $        70,781,854     $         68,370,361           3.5% 

$ 

67,669     $              65,489 

3.3% 

Disabled 

28,917,673                26,808,606           7  9% 

55,934                    54,823 

2.0% 

Beneficiaries 

Payee  Total                 J 

25,878,272                25,171,369           2.8% 
f       125,577,799     $        120,350,336           4.3% 

44,772                    43,324 

3J% 
3.0% 

S 

58,654     $              56,930 

Inacnves                       . 

t           4,962,319     %                                     n/a 

$ 

40,675                         n/a 

n/a 

Old 

Retired                       ! 

I         56,540,773     $          56,798,663          -0  5% 

$ 

73,621     $              70,470 

45% 

Disabled 

22,103,794                21,257,039           4.0% 

55,818                    54,928 

1.6% 

Beneficiaries 

Payee  Total                 ! 

24,430,797                23,809,164           2.6% 

44,992                    43,368 

3.7% 
33% 

t       103,075,363     J        101,864,866           1.2% 

$ 

60,384     i              58,476 

Inacnves                       ! 

,                      -         $                                       0.0% 

$ 

$ 

0.0% 

New 

Retired                       3 

i        14,241,081     $          11,571,698         23.1% 

S 

51,227     $              48,621 

5.4% 

Disabled 

6,813,880                  5,551,567          22.7% 

56,313                    54,427 

3.5% 

Beneficiaries 
Payee  Total 

1,447,475                   1,362,205            6.3% 

41,356                    42,569 

-2.8% 
4.3% 

t         22,502,436     $          18,485,470         21.7% 

$ 

51,849     $              49,692 

Inacnves                        ' 

i           4,962,319                 n/a                       n/a 

$ 

40,675                          n/a 

n/a 

*  For  Deferred  Vested  employees,  total  contribution  balance  with  interest  is  displayed 
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CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO  EMPLOYEES'  RETIREMENT  SYSTEM 
JULY  1,  2008  ACTUARIAL  VALUATION 
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MEMBERSHIP  INFORMATION 


Table  A-9 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  Employees'  Retirement  System 

Non-Active  Member  Data  -  Fire 

July  1,  2008 

Count 
July  1,  2007*        '/.Change 

Average  Age 
July  1,  2008        July  1,  2007* 

%Change 

Total 

Retired 

789 

802                -16% 

67.3                      67  1 

0.3% 

Disabled 

722 

693                 4.2% 

68.3                      683 

-0  1% 

Beneficiaries 

466 

467                -0.2% 

78.5                       77.9 

0.7% 

Payee  Total 

1,977 

1,962                 0.8% 

70.3                       70  1 

0.2% 

Inactives 

63 

45               40.0% 

43.4                      42.4 

2.4% 

Old 

Retired 

590 

627                -5  9% 

70.0                      694 

09% 

Disabled 

584 

577                 1.2% 

70.9                      70  8 

0.2% 

Beneficiaries 

444 

447                -0.7% 

79.6                      79.1 

0.6% 

Payee  Total 

1,618 

1,651                -2.0% 

73.0                      72.5 

0.6% 

Inactives 

3 

2               50.0% 

68.7                       61.5 

11.7% 

New 

Retired 

199 

175                13.7% 

59.4                      590 

0.7% 

Disabled 

138 

116               19.0% 

57.1                       56.1 

1.7% 

Beneficiaries 
Payee  Total 

22 
359 

20                10.0% 
311                15.4% 

559                       514 

88% 
1.5% 

58.3                        57.4 

Inactives 

60 

43               39.5% 

42.2                      41.5 

1.5% 

Table  A-10 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  Employees'  Retirement  System 

Non-Active  Member  Data  -  Fire 

Total  Annual  Benefit" 

Average  Annual  Benefit* 

* 

July  1,  2008            July  1, 2007*        •»(  bange 

July  1,  2008         July  1,  2007* 

•/bCbange 

Total 

t         59,595,538     S          59,403,674           0  3% 

$              75,533     $              74,069 

2.0% 

Retired 

Disabled 

50,164,872                48,264,320           3.9% 

69,480                    69,645 

-0.2% 

Beneficiaries 
Payee  Total 

22,985,499                22,722,083            1.2% 
I        132,745,909      $         130,390,077            18% 

49,325                    48,655 

14% 
1.0% 

$              67,145     $              66,458 

Inactives 

t          3,385,072                n/a                     n/a 

$             53,731               n/a 

n/a 

Old 

Retired                       ! 

i         44,740,957     $          46,666,377          -4.1% 

$              75,832     $              74,428 

1.9% 

Disabled 

41,994,416                41,443,138            13% 

71,908                    71,825 

0.1% 

Beneficiaries 

Payee  Total                 3 

22,110,217               21,932,591           0.8% 

49,798                    49,066 

1.5% 
0.9% 

i       108,845,590     $        110,042,106          -1.1% 

$              67,272     $              66,652 

Inactives 

.               56,964                n/a                     n/a 

S              18,988               n/a 

n/a 

New 

Reared                         ! 

1         14,854,581     $          12,737,297          16.6% 

$              74,646     $              72,785 

2.6% 

Disabled 

8,170,456                  6,821,182          19.8% 

59,206                   58,803 

0.7% 

Beneficiaries 

Payee  Total                  i 

875,283                     789,492          10  9% 

39,786                    39,475 
$              66,575     %              65,428 

0.8% 
1  8% 

23,900,319     $          20,347,971          17.5% 

Inactives                     ! 

3,328,108                 n/a                      n/a 

$              55,468                          n/a 

n/a 

*  For  Deferred  Vested  employees,  total  contribution  balance  with  interest  is  displayed 
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Table  All 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  Employees'  Retirement  System 

Non-Active  Member  Data  -  Miscellaneous 

Count 

Average  Age 

July  1,2008        July  1, 2007*        '.Change 

July  1,  2008       July  1,  2007* 

VoChange 

Total 

Retired 

13,312                   12,976                  2.6% 

70.4                       70.4 

0.0% 

Disabled 

1^91                     1,377                  1.0% 

648                       646 

0.3% 

Beneficiaries 

2,693                     2,687                 0.2% 

76.9                       76.9 

0.0% 

Payee  Total 

17,396                   17,040                 2.1% 

70.9                       70.9 

0.0% 

Inactives 

4,563                     2,985                52.9% 

48.1                       49.3 

-2.5% 

Old 

Retired 

6,481                     6,687                -3.1% 

74.7                       74.3 

0.5% 

Disabled 

660                       692                -4.6% 

72.2                       717 

0.7% 

Beneficiaries 

2,198                    2,242                -2.0% 

79.0                       78.8 

0.2% 

Payee  Total 

9,339                    9,621                -2.9% 

75.5                       75.2 

0.4% 

Inactives 

296                       262                13.0% 

685                       69.7 

-1.2% 

New 

Retired 

6,831                     6,289                  8  6% 

663                       66.2 

0.2% 

Disabled 

731                        685                  67% 

58.1                       57.4 

1.2% 

Beneficiaries 

495                        445                11.2% 

67.7                       67.1 

0.8% 

Payee  Total 

8,057                     7,419                  8.6% 

657                       65.4 

0.4% 

Inactives 

4,267                    2,723                56.7% 

46.7                       47.4 

-1.5% 

TableA-12 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  Employees'  Retirement  System 

Non-Active  Member  Data  -  Miscellaneous 

Total  Annual  Benefit** 

Average  Annual  Benefit1 

• 

July  1,2008           July  1,2007*        %  Change 

July  1,  2008         July  1, 2007* 

HChange 

Total 

Retired 

$      367,637,453     S        367,810,224           0.0% 

$             27,617     $             28,345 

-2.6% 

Disabled 

29,532,939                 29,647,968          -0.4% 

21,231                   21,531 

-1.4% 

Beneficiaries 
Payee  Total 

36,347,954                35,711,003            18% 
$      433,518,346     $        433,169,195            0.1% 

13,497                    13,290 

1.6% 
-2.0% 

$              24,921     $              25,421 

Inactives 

$      114,301,858                 n/a                      n/a 

$              25,050                           n/a 

n/a 

Old 

Retired 

$      229,925,982     $        236,636,988          -2.8% 

$              35,477     $              35388 

0J% 

Disabled 

14,180,139                 14,914,464          -4.9% 

21,485                    21,553 

-0J% 

Beneficiaries 
Payee  Total 

31368,843                 31,341,815            0.1% 

14,272                     13,979 

2.1% 
0.3% 

S      275,474,964     $        282,893,267          -2.6% 

$              29,497     S              29,404 

Inactives 

S          3,830,615                 n/a                      n/a 

$              12,941                           n/a 

n/a 

New 

Retired 

$      137,711,471     $        131,173336            5.0% 

$              20,160     $              20,858 

-3.3% 

Disabled 

15,352,800                 14,733,504           4.2% 

21,002                    21,509 

-2.4% 

Beneficiaries 
Payee  Total 

4,979,112                   4,369,188          14.0% 

10,059                      9,818 
$              19,616     $              20,256 

2.4% 
-3.2% 

$       158,043382     $        150,275,928            5.2% 

Inactives 

$      110,471343                  n/a                       n/a 

$             25,890                         n/a 

n/a 

*  For  Deferred  Vested  employees,  total  contribution  balance  with  interest  is  displayed 
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CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO  EMPLOYEES'  RETIREMENT  SYSTEM 
JULY  1,  2008  ACTUARIAL  VALUATION 

APPENDIX  A 
MEMBERSHIP  INFORMATION 


Table  A-43 

City  and  County  of  SFERS 

Distribution  of  Retirees,  Disabled  Members, 

and  Beneficiaries  as  of  July  1, 2008 

Count 

Age 

Police 

Fire                Misc 

Total 

Under  50 

36 

37                   133 

206 

50  to  54 

108 

57                    762 

927 

55  to  59 

286 

272                 1,624 

2,182 

60  to  64 

379 

394                 2,652 

3,425 

65  to  69 

318 

320                 3,093 

3,731 

70  to  74 

260 

180                 2,782 

3,222 

75  to  79 

262 

180                 2,287 

2,729 

80  to  84 

272 

241                  1,945 

2,458 

85  to  89 

144 

183                  1,370 

1,697 

90  and  up 

76 

113                    748 

937 

Total 

2,141 

1,977                17,396 

21,514 

Chart  A-l 
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CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO  EMPLOYEES'  RETIREMENT  SYSTEM 
JULY  1,  2008  ACTUARIAL  VALUATION 

APPENDIX  A 
MEMBERSHIP  INFORMATION 


Table  A-44 

City  and  County  of  SFERS 

Distribution  of  Retirees,  Disabled  Members, 

and  Beneficiaries  as  of  July  1,  2008 

Annual  Benefit 

Age 

Police 

Fire 

Misc 

Total 

Under  50 

$       1,598,066 

$       1,529,190 

$     2,601,566 

$     5,728,821 

50  to  54 

5,373,360 

2,865,343 

12,591,411 

20,830,114 

55  to  59 

20,595,817 

22,051,851 

32,126,003 

74,773,671 

60  to  64 

25,447,647 

30,994,973 

77,543,851 

133,986,471 

65  to  69 

19,667,029 

22,887,529 

95,883,584 

138,438,141 

70  to  74 

'     14,957,472 

11,611,327 

78,388,169 

104,956,967 

75  to  79 

14,446,142 

12,065,929 

56,605,656 

83,117,727 

80  to  84 

13,967,316 

14,490,223 

42,173,252 

70,630,791 

85  to  89 

6,663,613 

9,323,950 

25,443,547 

41,431,110 

90  and  up 

2,861,340 

4,925,594 

10,161,307 

17,948,241 

Total 

$   125,577,799 

$    132,745,909 

$433,518,346 

691,842,055 

Chart  A-2 
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CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO  EMPLOYEES'  RETIREMENT  SYSTEM 
JULY  1,  2008  ACTUARIAL  VALUATION 

APPENDIX  A 
MEMBERSHIP  INFORMATION 

Data  Assumptions  and  Methods 

In  preparing  our  data,  we  relied  without  audit  on  information  supplied  by  the  SFERS  staff.  This 
information  includes,  but  is  not  limited  to,  plan  provisions,  employee  data,  and  financial 
information.  Our  methodology  for  obtaining  the  data  used  for  the  valuation  is  based  upon  the 
following  assumptions  and  practices: 

•  Service  for  members  on  the  "Active"  data  file  was  calculated  using  the  field  "Yrs  Svc". 
Service  buyback  that  has  been  paid  for  is  included  in  the  "Yrs  Svc"  field.  Service  buyback 
that  is  under  contract,  but  not  paid  in  full,  as  of  the  valuation  date  will  be  assumed  to  be  paid 
in  full  and  this  service  will  be  reflected  in  the  projected  benefit.  An  adjusted  date  of  hire  is 
retroactively  calculated  from  the  valuation  date. 

•  Valuation  Salary  will  be  "Covered  Pay"  for  members  hired  before  the  beginning  of  the 
previous  plan  year  and  "Calculated  Pay",  which  is  an  annualized  pay  rate,  for  new  hires.  A 
minimum  of  $45,000  is  used  for  all  active  members.  Then  an  increase  of  4.5%  based  on  the 
wage  increase  assumption  is  applied 

•  For  accounts  having  duplicate  records  based  on  Social  Security  Number  in  the  "Active"  data 
file,  the  records  are  added  together  for  fields  "Cvd  Pay",  "Contribs",  "Interest",  "Shortage", 
"Short  Int"  and  "Yrs  Svc".  The  other  data  in  the  record  is  determined  by  the  record  which  is 
considered  open  ("Plan  Stat"  =  "O")  with  the  most  recent  "Membership  Date". 

•  Records  on  the  "Active"  data  file  are  considered  to  be  Active  if  they  have  a  status  of  "AM" 
which  means  active,  no  "Job  End  Date  or  the  "Job  End  Date"  is  after  6/30/2008,  and  do  not 
have  a  retiree  record  and  their  "Cvd  Pay"  is  greater  than  $0. 

•  Records  on  the  "Active"  data  file  are  considered  to  be  Inactive  if  they  have  a  status  of  "VM", 
which  means  vested  or  they  have  a  status  of  "AM'  but  their  "Job  End  Date"  is  prior  to 
6/30/2008,  or  their  "Cvd  Pay"  is  $0. 


• 


Records  on  the  "Retiree"  file  are  considered  in  pay  status  if  their  benefit  is  not  suspended  or 
terminated. 


•  Members  may  retire  and  receive  benefits  from  multiple  Plans  (e.g.  -  a  police  officer  can  have 
two  benefits,  one  for  the  service  during  the  academy  training  which  is  considered  the 
Miscellaneous  group  and  a  second  benefit  for  all  other  service  as  a  police  officer).  We  will 
value  each  member's  blended  benefit  individually.  This  will  result  in  the  counts  being 
slightly  higher  than  actual  counts  due  to  people  having  more  than  one  benefit  payable  from 
multiple  plans. 

•  We  assume  any  member  found  in  last  year's  "Retiree"  file  and  not  in  this  year's  file  has 
deceased  without  a  beneficiary  and  should  be  removed  from  the  valuation  data. 

•  We  assume  all  deceased  members  with  payments  continuing  to  a  beneficiary  have  already 
been  accounted  for  in  the  "Retiree"  file. 
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CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO  EMPLOYEES'  RETIREMENT  SYSTEM 
JULY  1,  2008  ACTUARIAL  VALUATION 

APPENDIX  B 
ACTUARIAL  ASSUMPTIONS  AND  METHODS 

A.  Actuarial  Assumptions 

1.  Investment  Return  Assumption 

SFERS'  assets  are  assumed  to  earn  7.75%  net  of  expenses. 

2.  Inflation  Rate 

An  inflation  assumption  for  wage  increase  rate  of  4.50%  compounded  annually  is 
used  for  projecting  the  total  annual  payroll  growth  for  amortization  of  the  UAL. 
The  Consumer  Price  Index  assumption  of  3.5%  was  used  and  represents  the 
difference  between  the  investment  return  rate  and  the  assumed  real  rate  of  return. 

3.  Interest  Credited  to  Member  Contributions 

5.00%,  compounded  annually. 

4.  Salary  Increase  Rate 

Inflation  component  4.50% 

The  additional  merit  component. 


Table  B-l 

Salar) 

'  Merit  Increases 

Year  of 

Craft 

Misc. 

Misc. 

Service 

Police 

Fire 

Muni 

Workers 

Females 

Males 

1 

13.5% 

21.0% 

13.0% 

5.0% 

5.00% 

5.25% 

2 

5.0 

5.0 

8.0 

2.0 

4.00 

4.25 

3 

5.0 

5.0 

1.0 

2.0 

4.00 

3.50 

4 

1.0 

1.0 

0.0 

2.0 

3.50 

3.50 

5 

1.0 

1.0 

0.0 

1.5 

2.50 

3.25 

6 

1.0 

1.0 

0.0 

1.0 

2.25 

2.75 

7 

1.0 

1.0 

0.0 

1.0 

2.25 

2.50 

8 

1.0 

1.0 

0.0 

0.8 

2.00 

2.25 

9 

1.0 

1.0 

0.0 

0.7 

1.75 

2.25 

10 

1.0 

1.0 

0.0 

0.7 

1.50 

2.25 

11 

1.0 

1.0 

0.0 

0.7 

1.00 

2.25 

12 

1.0 

1.0 

0.0 

0.7 

1.00 

1.75 

13 

1.0 

1.0 

0.0 

0.7 

1.00 

1.75 

14 

1.0 

1.0 

0.0 

0.7 

1.00 

1.75 

15  &  over 

1.0 

1.0 

0.0 

0.7 

0.90 

1.00 
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CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO  EMPLOYEES'  RETIREMENT  SYSTEM 
JULY  1,  2008  ACTUARIAL  VALUATION 

APPENDIX  B 
ACTUARIAL  ASSUMPTIONS  AND  METHODS 


For  those  expected  as  service  retirement,  extra  covered  wages  in  the  last  year 
before  retirement  are  assumed  to  be  as  follows: 


Old  Plan  New  Plan 


Craft  Workers  8.0%  5.0% 

Male  Miscellaneous  3.0%  2.0% 


5.  Administration  Expense  Assumption 

There  is  a  0.45%  of  Payroll  assumption  included  in  the  normal  costs  rates  for 
administrative  expenses. 

6.  Cost-of-Living  Increase  in  Benefits* 

Old  Plans  -  Police  and  Fire,  post-7/1/75  DOR  4.50%  per  year 
Old  Plans  -  Police  and  Fire,  pre-7/1/75  DOR  3.00%  per  year 
Old  Plans  -  Miscellaneous  2.00%  per  year 

New  Plans  -  Police,  Fire  and  Miscellaneous     2.00%  per  year 

*  No  supplemental  COLA  was  adopted  by  the  Board  as  of  July  1,  2008. 

7.  Member  Refunds 

The  rates  of  refund  of  contribution  for  terminated  vested  members  are  presented 
in  Table  B-2  below. 


Table  B-2 

Rates  of  Refund  of  Contributions  after  Withdrawal 

Old  Plans 

New  Plans 

Age 

Police  &  Fire 

Police  &  Fire 

Miscellaneous 

Under  25 

100% 

100% 

100% 

25 

100 

80 

95 

30 

90 

80 

65 

35 

80 

65 

60 

40 

60 

50 

50 

45 

40 

40 

40 

50  and  above 

0 

0 

0 

-(+4EIRON  59 


CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO  EMPLOYEES'  RETIREMENT  SYSTEM 
JULY  1,  2008  ACTUARIAL  VALUATION 

APPENDIX  B 
ACTUARIAL  ASSUMPTIONS  AND  METHODS 

8.    Family  Composition 

Family  Composition  (including  assumption  for  Domestic  Partners,  1994 
Proposition  H). 


Old  Plan 

New  Plan 

90% 

85% 

48 

42 

80 

80 

48 

48 

(i)    Percentage  Married 
Police  and  Fire  Males 
Police  and  Fire  Females 
Miscellaneous  Males 
Miscellaneous  Females 


(ii)  Age  Difference 

Wives  assumed  to  be  three  years  younger  than  husbands  (and  then 
spouse  assumed  to  be  an  additional  year  younger  in  order  to  value 
continuance  to  children  and  dependent  parents). 


9.    Rates  of  Withdrawal/Termination 

Sample  rates  of  with(lrawal/termination  are  show  in  the  following  Table  B-3. 


Table  B-3 

Rates  of  Withdrawal/Termination 

Years  of 

Craft 

Service 

Police 

Fire 

Muni 

Workers 

0 

0.1000 

0.0400 

0.1000 

0.0700 

l 

0.0400 

0.0150 

0.0250 

0.0300 

2 

0.0200 

0.0100 

0.0250 

0.0300 

3 

0.0200 

0.0100 

0.0250 

0.0300 

4 

0.0200 

0.0100 

0.0250 

0.0300 

5 

0.0100 

0.0100 

0.0400 

0.0300 

6 

0.0100 

0.0300 

0.0250 

0.0300 

7 

0.0100 

0.0250 

0.0250 

0.0250 

8 

0.0100 

0.0100 

0.0250 

0.0250 

9 

0.0100 

0.0100 

0.0250 

0.0200 

10 

0.0100 

0.0100 

0.0250 

0.0200 

11 

0.0100 

0.0050 

0.0250 

0.0150 

12 

0.0100 

0.0050 

0.0250 

0.0150 

13 

0.0100 

0.0050 

0.0250 

0.0100 

14 

0.0100 

0.0050 

0.0250 

0.0100 

15 

0.0100 

0.0050 

0.0250 

0.0100 

16 

0.0050 

0.0050 

0.0250 

0.0100 

17 

0.0050 

0.0050 

0.0250 

0.0100 

18 

0.0050 

0.0020 

0.0250 

0.0100 

19 

0.0050 

0.0010 

0.0250 

0.0100 

20 

0.0050 

0.0005 

0.0250 

0.0100 

21 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0.0250 

0.0100 

22 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0.0100 

23 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0.0000 
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CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO  EMPLOYEES  RETIREMENT  SYSTEM 
JULY  1,  2008  ACTUARIAL  VALUATION 

APPENDIX  B 
ACTUARIAL  ASSUMPTIONS  AND  METHODS 


Table  B-3 

(continued) 

Rate  of  Withdrawal 

Years  of  Service 

0 

3 

5+ 

Age 

Misc. 

Misc. 

Misc. 

Misc. 

Misc. 

Misc. 

Females 

Males 

Females 

Males 

Females 

Males 

20 

0.1500 

0.1500 

0.1500 

0.1000 

0.1000 

0.1000 

25 

0.1500 

0.1500 

0.0750 

0.1000 

0.0500 

0.0650 

30 

0.1250 

0.1500 

0.0750 

0.0700 

0.0500 

0.0650 

35 

0.1250 

0.1000 

0.0750 

0.0700 

0.0300 

0.0250 

40 

0.1000 

0.1000 

0.0500 

0.0500 

0.0300 

0.0250 

45 

0.1000 

0.1000 

0.0250 

0.0500 

0.0250 

0.0250 

50 

0.1500 

0.1000 

0.0250 

0.0500 

0.0250 

0.0250 

55 

0.1500 

0.1000 

0.0250 

0.0250 

0.0250 

0.0250 

60 

0.0750 

0.2000 

0.0250 

0.0250 

0.0250 

0.0250 

65 

0.0750 

0.2000 

0.0250 

0.0250 

0.0250 

0.0250 

69 

0.0750 

0.2000 

0.0250 

0.0250 

0.0000 

0.0000 

30%  of  terminating  employees  are  assumed  to  subsequently  work  for  a  reciprocal  employer  and  receive  4.50% 
pay  increases  per  year. 
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10.  Rates  of  Disability 

Disability  rates  of  active  participants  are  provided  in  Table  B-4 


Table  B  4 

Active  E 

Rates 

Craft 

Misc 

Misc. 

Age 

Police* 

Fire* 

Muni 

Workers 

Females 

Males 

20 

0.0000 

0.0001 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0.0000 

21 

0.0000 

0.0001 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0.0000 

22 

0.0001 

0.0001 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0.0000 

23 

0.0001 

0.0002 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0.0000 

24 

0.0002 

0.0002 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0.0000 

25 

0.0002 

0.0003 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0.0000 

26 

0.0003 

0.0003 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0.0000 

27 

0.0003 

0.0004 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0.0000 

28 

0.0004 

0.0004 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0.0000 

29 

0.0004 

0.0005 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0.0000 

30 

0.0005 

0.0006 

0.0001 

0.0001 

0.0002 

0.0001 

31 

0.0006 

0.0007 

0.0002 

0.0002 

0.0004 

0.0003 

32 

0.0007 

0.0008 

0.0003 

0.0003 

0.0006 

0.0005 

33 

0.0008 

0.0009 

0.0004 

0.0004 

0.0008 

0.0007 

34 

0.0009 

0.0010 

0.0005 

0.0005 

0.0010 

0.0009 

35 

0.0009 

0.0015 

0.0006 

0.0006 

0.0015 

0.0012 

36 

0.0010 

0.0020 

0.0007 

0.0007 

0.0017 

0.0014 

37 

0.0010 

0.0030 

0.0008 

0.0008 

0.0019 

0.0016 

38 

0.0011 

0.0045 

0.0009 

0.0009 

0.0021 

0.0018 

39 

0.0011 

0.0060 

0.0010 

0.0010 

0.0023 

0.0020 

40 

0.0012 

0.0070 

0.0011 

0.0012 

0.0025 

0.0023 

41 

0.0012 

0.0090 

0.0012 

0.0014 

0.0030 

0.0026 

42 

0.0013 

0.0100 

0.0013 

0.0016 

0.0033 

0.0029 

43 

0.0013 

0.0110 

0.0014 

0.0018 

0.0036 

0.0030 

44 

0.0013 

0.0120 

0.0015 

0.0020 

0.0050 

0.0031 

45 

0.0010 

0.0050 

0.0017 

0.0024 

0.0060 

0.0032 

46 

0.0010 

0.0060 

0.0020 

0.0027 

0.0060 

0.0033 

47 

0.0011 

0.0070 

0.0023 

0.0030 

0.0070 

0.0034 

48 

0.0011 

0.0080 

0.0027 

0.0040 

0.0070 

0.0035 

49 

0.0012 

0.0090 

0.0030 

0.0050 

0.0070 

0.0036 

50 

0.0160 

0.0100 

0.0080 

0.0060 

0.0060 

0.0037 

51 

0.0160 

0.0150 

0.0120 

0.0062 

0.0065 

0.0038 

52 

0.0180 

0.0200 

0.0150 

0.0065 

0.0070 

0.0042 

53 

0.0180 

0.0250 

0.0180 

0.0068 

0.0072 

0.0047 

54 

0.0180 

0.0350 

0.0200 

0.0070 

0.0075 

0.0050 

55 

0.0300 

0.0500 

0.0180 

0.0200 

0.0100 

0.0055 

56 

0.0380 

0.0800 

0.0150 

0.0200 

0.0090 

0.0060 

57 

0.0420 

0.1000 

0.0120 

0.0180 

0.0080 

0.0070 

58 

0.0460 

0.1200 

0.0100 

0.0150 

0.0050 

0.0080 

59 

0.0500 

0.1300 

0.0005 

0.0100 

0.0030 

0.0090 

60 

0.0008 

0.1300 

61 

0.0007 

0.1400 

62 

0.0005 

0.1400 

63 

0.0003 

0.1500 

*For  Police  and  Fire, 

100%  assumed  duty. 

64 

0.0002 

0.1500 

65 

0.0000 

0.0000 
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Level  of  duty  disability  benefits  (if  projected  to  be 
disabled  before  service  retirement  eligibility) 

Police 

55%  of  pay 

Fire 

60%  of  pay 

11.  Rates  of  Mortality  for  Active  Lives 

Mortality  rates  for  actives,  retirees,  beneficiaries,  terminated  vested  and  reciprocals  are  based 
on  the  sex  distinct  1994  Group  Annuity  Mortality  Tables  with  not  net  backs.  25%  of  safety 
deaths  are  assumed  to  be  service  related. 


Table  B-5 

Retired  and  Disabled  Life  Mortality  Rates 

Active,  Reciprocal 

Vested  Term  and  Service  Retirees 

For  Safety, 

25%  of  deaths  are 

issumed  eligible 

for  line  of  duty  death  benefits 

Death  Per  Thousand 

Life  Expectancy 

Age 

Male 

Female 

Male                   Female 

50 

2.58 

1.43 

30.7                       34.9 

55 

4.43 

2.29 

26.2                        30.2 

60 

7.98 

4.44 

21.9                      25.6 

65 

14.54 

8.64 

17.9                      21.3 

70 

23.73 

13.73 

14.3                       17.3 

75 

37.21 

22.69 

11.2                       13.6 

80 

62.03 

39.40 

8.4                        10.4 

85 

97.24 

67.74 

6.2                        7.6 

90 

152.93 

116.27 

4.5                        5.4 
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12.  Rates  of  Mortality  for  Retired  Disabled  Lives 

For  Safety,  all  disabilities  are  assumed  due  to  line  of  duty  and  therefore  all  death  benefits  of 
disabled  members  are  assumed  to  generate  duty  death  benefits.  Table  B-6  provides  a  sample 
of  the  mortality  rates  of  members  are  disability  retirement 


Table  B-6 

Deaths  Per  Thousand 

New  Life 

Expectancy 

Safety 

Miscellaneous 

Safety 

Miscellaneous 

Ape 

Male 

Female 

Male 

Female 

Male 

Female 

Male 

Female 

25 

0.5 

0.7 

7.5 

5.4 

53.9 

50.0 

40.4 

46.9 

30 

0.7 

1.0 

7.7 

5.7 

49.1 

45.2 

36.8 

43.1 

35 

1.1 

1.5 

8.0 

6.0 

44.3 

40.5 

33.2 

39.3 

40 

1.7 

2.6 

8.7 

6.3 

39.5 

35.8 

29.5 

35.5 

45 

2.8 

3.8 

10.6 

7.6 

34.9 

31.3 

25.8 

31.6 

50 

4.0 

5.4 

14.6 

10.0 

30.5 

27.0 

22.2 

27.8 

55 

5.9 

8.9 

21.2 

13.4 

26.1 

22.8 

19.0 

24.3 

60 

9.8 

14.5 

28.7 

17.1 

22.0 

18.9 

16.1 

21.0 

65 

16.3 

24.0 

36.2 

21.6 

18.2 

15.5 

13.5 

17.8 

70 

26.1 

36.1 

46.7 

27.1 

14.8 

12.5 

10.9 

14.8 

75 

38.9 

53.1 

65.5 

36.9 

11.9 

9.8 

8.6 

11.8 

80 

57.7 

80.9 

94.8 

55.2 

9.4 

7.6 

6.5 

9.1 
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13.  Rates  of  Retirement 

Rates  of  retirement  are  based  on  age  according  to  the  following  Table  B-7.   Old  safety  plan 
members  are  assumed  to  retire  immediately. 


Table  B-7 

New  Plan  Safety  and  Non-Safety  Members 

New 

Misc. 

Misc. 

Age 

Police 

New  Fire 

Muni 

Craft 

Females 

Male 

50 

0.0586 

0.0200 

0.0700 

0.0300 

0.0300 

0.0200 

51 

0.0300 

0.0200 

0.0250 

0.0200 

0.0200 

0.0200 

52 

0.0300 

0.0200 

0.0250 

0.0200 

0.0200 

0.0200 

53 

0.0300 

0.0200 

0.0250 

0.0300 

0.0200 

0.0200 

54 

0.0300 

0.0200 

0.0250 

0.0300 

0.0300 

0.0450 

55 

0.1000 

0.1000 

0.0600 

0.0400 

0.0300 

0.0450 

56 

0.1000 

0.1000 

0.0250 

0.0400 

0.0500 

0.0450 

57 

0.1200 

0.2000 

0.0250 

0.0400 

0.0600 

0.0450 

58 

0.1200 

0.2000 

0.1000 

0.0275 

0.0300 

0.0225 

59 

0.1200 

0.2000 

0.1500 

0.0275 

0.0300 

0.0500 

60 

0.3500 

0.2000 

0.2000 

0.1000 

0.1100 

0.0700 

61 

0.2500 

0.4000 

0.1000 

0.1300 

0.1100 

0.0900 

62 

0.2500 

0.3500 

0.3500 

0.2500 

0.1500 

0.2300 

63 

0.2500 

0.3000 

0.0750 

0.1300 

0.1300 

0.1500 

64 

0.2500 

0.3000 

0.1500 

0.1300 

0.1500 

0.1500 

65 

1.0000 

1.0000 

0.2500 

0.1500 

0.1500 

0.1500 

66 

1.0000 

1.0000 

0.2500 

0.1500 

0.1500 

0.1500 

67 

1.0000 

1.0000 

0.2500 

0.1500 

0.1500 

0.1500 

68 

1.0000 

1.0000 

0.2500 

0.1500 

0.1500 

0.1500 

69 

1.0000 

1.0000 

0.2500 

0.1500 

0.1500 

0.1500 

70  &  over 

1.0000 

1.0000 

1.0000 

1.0000 

1.0000 

1.0000 
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14.  Deferred  Retirement  Option  Program  (DROP) 

Effective  July  1 ,  2008  new  police  plan  members  may  be  eligible  to  enter  a  DROP.  Based  on 
the  current  plan  design  and  lack  of  experience  data  it  is  assumed  for  this  valuation  that  the 
introduction  of  the  DROP  will  have  no  impact  on  the  retirement  rates  for  this  group  of 
participants. 

15.  Deferred  Member  Benefit 

The  benefit  was  estimated  based  on  information  provided  by  SFERS  staff.  The  data  used  to 
value  the  estimated  deferred  benefit  were  date  of  birth,  date  of  hire,  date  of  termination,  and 
last  pay.  Based  on  the  data  provided,  service  credit,  highest  average  salary,  and  deferred 
retirement  age  were  estimated.  The  estimates  were  used  to  compute  the  retirement  benefit, 
upon  which  the  liabilities  are  based.  For  those  members  without  sufficient  data  or  service, 
accumulated  member  contribution  balances,  with  interest,  were  used  as  the  actuarial  accrued 
liability. 

16.  Other 

The  contribution  requirements  and  benefit  values  of  a  plan  are  calculated  by  applying 
actuarial  assumptions  to  the  benefit  provisions  and  member  information,  using  the  actuarial 
funding  methods  described  in  the  following  section. 

Actual  experience  of  SFERS  will  not  coincide  exactly  with  assumed  experiences,  regardless 
of  the  choice  of  the  assumptions,  the  skill  of  the  actuary  or  the  precision  of  the  many 
calculations  made.  Each  valuation  provides  a  complete  recalculation  of  assumed  future 
experience  and  takes  into  account  all  past  differences  between  assumed  and  actual 
experience.  The  result  is  a  continual  series  of  adjustments  to  the  computed  contribution  rate. 
From  time  to  time  it  becomes  appropriate  to  modify  one  or  more  of  the  assumptions,  to 
reflect  experience  trends,  but  not  random  year-to-year  fluctuations. 
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B.  Actuarial  Methods 

1.    Actuarial  Funding  Method 

The  Entry  Age  Normal  actuarial  funding  method  was  used  for  active  employees,  whereby 
the  normal  cost  is  computed  as  the  level  annual  percentage  of  pay  required  to  fund  the 
retirement  benefits  between  each  member's  date  of  hire  and  assumed  retirement.  The 
actuarial  liability  is  the  difference  between  the  present  value  of  future  benefits  and  the 
present  value  of  future  normal  cost.  The  unfunded  actuarial  liability  is  the  difference 
between  the  actuarial  liability  and  the  actuarial  value  of  assets. 

The  unfunded  actuarial  accrued  liabilities  due  to  net  actuarial  gains  and  losses, 
Supplemental  COLAs  and  assumption  changes  are  amortized  as  a  level  percentage  of 
payroll  over  a  15-year  period  beginning  with  the  valuation  date.  Additional  liabilities 
generated  by  Charter  amendments  and  Board-approved  changes  in  the  credited  interest 
rate  on  member  contribution  accounts  are  amortized  as  a  level  percentage  of  payroll  over 
a  20-year  period  beginning  with  the  year  the  amendment  is  first  reflected  in  the  valuation. 

2.    Asset  Valuation  Method 

For  the  purposes  of  determining  the  Employer's  contribution  to  SFERS,  we  use  an 
actuarial  value  of  assets.  The  asset  adjustment  method  dampens  the  volatility  in  asset 
values  that  could  occur  because  of  the  fluctuations  in  market  conditions.  Use  of  an  asset 
smoothing  method  is  consistent  with  the  long-term  nature  of  the  actuarial  valuation 
process.  Assets  are  assumed  to  be  used  exclusively  for  the  provision  of  retirement 
benefits  and  expenses.  — 

The  actuarial  value  of  assets  is  calculated  by  adjusting  the  market  value  on  the  valuation 
date,  less  the  following  percentages  of  prior  years'  market  returns  above  (below)  the 
expected  (8%)  return  on  the  actuarial  value  of  assets: 

-  80%  of  the  prior  year 

-  60%  of  the  second  prior  year 

-  40%  of  the  third  prior  year 

-  20%  of  the  fourth  prior  year. 

This  asset  smoothing  method  started  with  the  market  value  as  of  July  1,  2004. 

The  value  is  then  allocated  among  Police,  Fire  and  Miscellaneous  Plans  according  to  the 
method  described  on  Section  JJ. 
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3.    Changes  Since  Last  Valuation 

As  was  stated  in  this  report,  there  have  been  changes  in  actuarial  assumptions  since  the 
July  1 ,  2007  actuarial  valuation: 

•  The  discount  rate  assumption  was  lowered  from  8.00%  to  7.75%. 

•  Proposition  B  became  effective  for  the  7/1/2008  valuation  report.  The  changes  to  the 
plan  for  Proposition  B  are  all  combined  for  purposes  of  amortizing  the  change  in  the 
unfunded  actuarial  liability.  These  changes  are  as  follows: 

o  Service  retirement  accrual  factors  for  all  miscellaneous  members  have  been 
increased  from  2.0%  at  age  60  and  above.  The  factors  are  now  2.1%  (Age  60), 
2.2%  (Age  61),  and  2.3%  (Age  62  and  above). 

o  Retirement  rates  were  changed  for  miscellaneous  members  (split  by  municipal, 
craft,  and  miscellaneous  male  and  females)  between  the  ages  of  58-64  to  reflect  i) 
participants  approaching  age  60  delaying  retirement  as  a  result  of  the  benefit 
formula  increases,  and  ii)  retirement  for  participants  who  have  reached  65  and  hit 
the  maximum  benefit  percentage  are  assumed  to  retire  immediately. 

o  The  annual  post-retirement  COLA  provision  for  all  new  police,  fire,  and 
miscellaneous  members  was  changed  from  a  2.0%  simple  COLA  (based  on  initial 
benefit)  to  a  2.0%  compound  COLA  (based  on  previous  year  benefit). 

Also  the  following  minor  changes  were  made  in  the  valuation  of  benefits  based  on 
differences  in  Cheiron's  interpretation  of  the  System's  provisions  to  better  represent  the 
obligation  over  the  methods  used  by  the  prior  actuary. 


Subject/Issue 

PLAN 

TOWER'S  METHOD 

,  C11EI RON'S  METHOD 

Service 

retirement 

eligibility 

New  Police  and 
Fire 

Using  age  50  with  25  years  of 
service  for  eligibility 

Use  age  50  with  5  years  of 
service  for  eligibility 

Deferred 
vested  benefit 

New  Police  and 
Fire 

If  member  has  5  or  more  years  of 
service,  value  a  lump  sum  equal 
to:  2  x  employee  contributions 
with  interest 

If  member  has  5  or  more  years 
of  service,  value  the  annuity 
benefit  with  COLA.  Benefit 
equal  to:  Age  Multiplier  x  Svc  x 

FAE 
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Subject/Issue 

PLAN 

TOWER'S  METHOD 

CHEmON'S  METHOD 

Deferred 
vested  benefit 

Misc  groups 

If  member  has  5  or  more  years  of 
service,  value  a  lump  sum  equal 
to:  2  x  employee  contributions 
with  interest 

If  a  member  has  5  or  more  years 
of  service,  value  the  annuity 
benefit  with  COLA.  Benefit 
equal  to:  2  x  employee 
contributions  with  interest 
annuitized 

Disability 

benefits  when 

eligible  to 

retire 

All 

Value  the  cost  of  the  service 
retirement  benefit  if  disability 
occurs  following  service 
retirement  eligibility 

Value  the  greater  of  the 
disability  benefit  and  service 
retirement  benefit  once  eligible 
to  retire 

Re-calculation 
of  benefit  for 

disabled 

members  once 

they  reach  the 

QSR  date 

New  Police  & 
Fire  (old  P&F 

members  are 
all  past  age  SO 

with  25  yrs 
svc) 

Did  not  value  the  cost  of  the 
benefit  when  member  reaches  his 
QSR  Date 

Value  the  cost  of  the  re- 
calculated benefit  when  member 
reaches  his  QSR  Date 

Option  1 
Survivor 
Benefits 

ALL 

No  adjustment  made  to  the 
survivor  benefit,  data  provided  by 
SFERS  includes  only  the  Modified 
Benefit 

Adjustment  will  be  made  to 
survivor  benefit  based  on  the 
SFERS  operating  factors  Table 
9,  the  factors  used  to  convert  the 
Unmodified  Benefit  to  the 
Option  1  Benefit 

Buybacks/Purc 
hase  Service 

ALL 

Potential  service  available  for 
purchase  was  added  to  actual  plan 
service.  However,  service 
purchased  and  currently  under 
contract  not  added  to  plan  service. 
Plan  liabilities  were  offset  with 
cost  of  potential  purchases 

Add  service  currently  under 
contract  for  buyback  to  plan 
service.  Add  outstanding 
balance  of  the  cost  of  service 
purchase  contract  to  assets 

Employee 

Contributions 

Shortages 

Misc  groups 

Assume  100%  of  shortages  with 
interest  paid  at  valuation  date.  All 
shortage  amounts  were  added  to 
employee  contribution  balances. 
Liabilities  were  offset  by  the  total 
shortage  plus  interest 

Annuitize  the  shortage  amount 
including  interest  using  plan 
actuarial  equivalent  factors  and 
subtract  from  plan  benefits 
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Subject/Issue 

PLAN 

TOWER'S  METHOD 

CHEIRON'S  METHOD 

If  a  member  has  $0  pay,  they  are 

deemed  inactive.  If  the  member 
has  less  than  5  yrs  of  service 

Determining 

their  liability  is  a  lump  sum 

member  status 

benefit  equal  to  their  employee 

for  active  and 

If  a  participant'  service  is  less  than 

contributions  with  interest.  If 

inactive 

1/2  length  of  participation  (val 

the  member  has  5  or  more  years 

employees  on 

date  -  date  of  participation), 

of  service  then  the  liability  is  a 

the  Active  data 

pay=$0,  Schedule  o  "I",  valued 

deferred  benefit  payable  at 

file 

All 

as  an  inactive  member 

retirement  age 

Compensation  data  from  client  is 

increased  based  on  specific  salary 

Compensation  data  from  client 

merit  assumption  by  group  and 

is  increased  by  the  wage 

service  (Table  B-l)  plus  wage 

inflation  of  4.5%  for  each 

inflation  of  4.5%  for  each 

individual.  Compensation 

individual.  Compensation  before 

before  increase  is  a  minimum  of 

Valuation  Pay 

All 

increase  is  a  minimnm  of  $45,000 

$45,000 
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I.  Police  and  Fire  Members  -  Charter  Sections  8.559  (Police)  and  8.585  (Fire) 

1.  Membership  Requirement 

Police  Officers  and  Firefighters  who  became  members  before  November  2,  1976  and 
retired  on  or  before  December  31,  2002  without  electing  membership  in  another  Section. 

2.  Final  Compensation 

Monthly  salary  eamable  at  the  final  rank  held  at  termination  date,  or  monthly  salary  at 
next  lower  rank  if  final  rank  held  for  less  than  one  year. 

3.  Credited  Service 

One  year  of  service  credit  is  given  for  each  fiscal  year  with  10  or  more  full  months 
worked.  A  partial  year  (fraction  with  the  numerator  equal  to  months  including  partial 
months,  and  the  denominator  equal  to  10)  is  given  for  each  fiscal  year  with  less  than  10 
full  months  worked. 

4.  Member  Contributions 

a.  Member: 

7.0%  of  salary,  excluding  overtime  and  most  premium  pay.  These  contributions  earn 
interest  at  5.0%  per  year,  compounded  annually. 

b.  Employer: 

The   Employer   contributes    the   remaining   amounts   necessary   to   maintain   the 
soundness  of  the  Retirement  System. 

5.  Service  Retirement 
Eligibility 

Age  50  with  25  years  of  credited  service. 

Benefit  -  Member 

55%  of  Final  Compensation  plus  an  additional  4%  of  Final  Compensation  for  each  year 
of  credited  service  in  excess  of  25  years,  subject  to  a  maximum  of  75%  of  Final 
Compensation. 

Benefit  -  Survivor 

75%  of  the  service  retirement  benefit  paid  to  a  qualified  survivor. 
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6.  Non-Industrial  Disability 
Eligibility 

10  years  of  credited  service. 

Benefit  -  Member 

At  least  10  but  less  than  25  years  of  credited  service: 

1.5%  of  Final  Compensation  for  each  year  of  credited  service  between  10  and  25  years, 

subject  to  a  minimum  of  33.3%  and  a  maximum  of  75%  of  Final  Compensation. 

At  least  25  years  of  credited  service: 

55%  of  Final  Compensation  plus  an  additional  4%  of  Final  Compensation  for  each  year 

of  credited  service  in  excess  of  25  years,  subject  to  a  maximum  of  75%  of  Final 

Compensation. 

Benefit  -  Survivor 

75%  of  the  disability  retirement  benefit  paid  to  a  qualified  survivor. 

7.  Industrial  Disability 
Eligibility 

No  age  or  service  requirement. 

Benefit  -  Member 

If  Not  Eligible  for  Service  Retirement: 

Final  Compensation  times  a  percentage  of  disability,  subject  to  a  minimum  of  50%  and  a 
maximum  of  90%,  as  determined  by  the  Workers'  Compensation  Appeals  Board.  Once 
the  member  becomes  eligible  for  service  retirement,  assuming  that  member  earned 
service  and  salary  increases  during  the  period  of  disability,  the  benefit  is  recalculated 
using  the  service  and  salary  rate  for  the  current  rank  held.  The  recalculated  benefit  is 
based  on  a  minimum  of  55%  of  Final  Compensation. 

If  Eligible  for  Service  Retirement: 

55%  of  Final  Compensation  plus  an  additional  4%  of  Final  Compensation  for  each  year 

of  credited  service  in  excess  of  25  years,  subject  to  a  maximum  of  75%  of  Final 

Compensation. 
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Benefit  -  Survivor 

If  Not  Eligible  for  Service  Retirement: 

100%  of  the  disability  retirement  benefit  paid  to  a  quahfied  survivor.  Once  the  member 
would  have  become  eligible  for  service  retirement,  assuming  that  member  earned  service 
and  salary  increases  from  the  date  of  disability  to  the  eligible  service  retirement  date,  the 
benefit  is  recalculated  at  100%  of  the  service  retirement  benefit,  using  the  service  and 
salary  at  the  eligible  service  retirement  date,  not  less  than  55%  of  Final  Compensation. 

If  Eligible  for  Service  Retirement: 

100%  of  the  disability  retirement  benefit  paid  to  a  quahfied  survivor,  not  less  than  55%  of 

Final  Compensation. 

8.    Death  while  an  Active  Employee 

If  Death  is  due  to  a  Non-Work-Related  Cause: 

a.  Less  than  10  Years  of  Credited  Service,  or  No  Qualified  Survivor  -  Lump  sum 
benefit  equal  to  the  accumulated  refund  all  of  employee  contributions  with  interest, 
plus  six  months  salary  to  a  designated  beneficiary. 

b.  At  least  10  but  less  than  25  years  of  Credited  Service  -  Monthly  continuation 
allowance  to  a  quahfied  survivor  equal  to  the  non-industrial  disability  benefit  the 
member  would  have  been  entitled  to  on  the  date  of  death,  subject  to  a  minimum  of 
33.3%  of  compensation  at  the  time  of  death. 

c.  At  Least  25  Years  of  Credited  Service  but  Less  than  Age  50  -  Monthly  continuation 
allowance  to  a  quahfied  survivor  equal  to  75%  of  the  monthly  service  retirement 
benefit  the  member  would  have  received  had  the  member  been  age  50  and  retired  on 
the  date  of  death. 

d.  Eligible  for  Service  Retirement  -  Monthly  continuation  allowance  to  a  qualified 
survivor  equal  to  75%  of  the  monthly  service  retirement  benefit  the  member  would 
have  received  had  the  member  been  retired  on  the  date  of  death. 

If  Death  is  due  to  a  Work-Related  Cause: 

a.  No  Quahfied  Survivor  -  Lump  sum  benefit  equal  to  the  accumulated  refund  of  all 
employee  contributions  with  interest,  plus  six  months  salary  to  a  designated 
beneficiary.  If  the  death  is  of  a  violent  nature,  an  additional  lump  sum  equivalent 
benefit  equal  to  12  months  salary  is  payable. 

b.  Qualified  Survivor  and  Not  Eligible  for  Service  Retirement  -  Monthly  continuation 
allowance  to  a  quahfied  survivor  equal  to  the  salary  at  the  date  of  death.  Once  the 
member  would  have  become  eligible  for  service  retirement,  assuming  that  member 
earned  service  and  salary  increases  from  the  date  of  death  to  the  eligible  service 
retirement  date,  the  benefit  is  recalculated  at  100%  of  the  service  retirement  benefit, 
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using  the  service  and  salary  at  the  eligible  service  retirement  date,  such  allowance 
shall  not  be  less  than  55%  of  Final  Compensation. 

c.  Qualified  Survivor  and  Eligible  for  Service  Retirement  -  Monthly  continuation 
allowance  to  a  qualified  survivor  equal  to  100%  of  the  monthly  service  retirement 
benefit  the  member  would  have  received  had  the  member  been  retired  on  the  date  of 
death,  but  such  allowance  shall  not  be  less  than  55%  of  Final  Compensation. 

9.  Withdrawal  Benefits 

Less  than  five  years  of  credited  service: 

Lump  sum  benefit  equal  to  the  accumulated  employee  contributions  with  interest. 

Five  or  more  years  of  credited  service: 

The  member  may  choose  one  of  the  following: 

a.  Lump  sum  benefit  equal  to  the  accumulated  employee  contributions  with  interest. 

b.  Retirement  benefit  first  payable  at  age  50  equal  to  55%  of  Final  Compensation  at 
termination,  multiplied  by  a  service  fraction,  the  numerator  being  the  credited  service 
of  the  member  at  termination,  and  a  denominator  of  25.  Cost-of-living  adjustments 
are  prorated  if  the  member's  accrued  service  is  less  than  25  years.  COLA  will  be 
multiplied  by  a  fraction  where  the  denominator  is  25  and  the  numerator  is  equal  to 
service  at  date  of  termination. 

10.  Additional  Post-retirement  Death  Benefit 

A  death  benefit  payable  as  a  lump  sum  equal  to  $100  for  each  full  year  of  credited 
service,  subject  to  a  maximum  of  $3,000,  will  be  paid  to  a  qualified  survivor  upon  the 
member's  death. 

11.  Post-retirement  Cost-of-Living  Benefit 

Basic 

Monthly  benefits  are  adjusted  by  50%  of  the  actual  dollar  increase  or  decrease  in  the 

salary  rank  or  position  the  member's  Final  Compensation  used  to  calculate  the  monthly 

benefit  was  based  on.  A  member's  monthly  benefit  will  never  decrease  below  its  original 

amount. 

Supplemental 

Effective  July  1  of  each  fiscal  year,  if  there  are  sufficient  "excess"  investment  earnings  on 
the  Retirement  fund  for  the  previous  fiscal  year-end,  the  adjustment  could  be  increased  to 
3.5%  of  that  member's  current  monthly  benefit  less  the  amount  of  the  Basic  COLA 
above.  If  "excess"  earnings  are  insufficient  to  fund  a  3.5%  increase,  then  to  the  extent  of 
"excess"  earnings,  benefits  are  increased  in  increments  of  .5%  up  to  a  maximum  of  3.5%. 
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LT.  Police  and  Fire  Members  -  Charter  Sections  8.595  (Police)  and  8.596  (Fire) 

1.  Membership  Requirement 

Active  members  on  November  5,  2002  in  Section  8.559  (Police)  or  Section  8.585  (Fire) 
who  had  elected  to  switch  to  Section  8.595  (Police)  or  Section  8.596  (Fire)  by  December 
31,2002. 

2.  Final  Compensation 

Monthly  salary  eamable  at  the  final  rank  held  at  termination  date,  or  monthly  salary  at 
next  lower  rank  if  final  rank  held  for  less  than  one  year. 

3.  Credited  Service 

One  year  of  service  credit  is  given  for  each  fiscal  year  with  10  or  more  full  months 
worked.  A  partial  year  (fraction  with  the  numerator  equal  to  months  including  partial 
months,  and  the  denominator  equal  to  10)  is  given  for  each  fiscal  year  with  less  than  10 
full  months  worked. 

4.  Member  Contributions 

a.  Member: 

7.0%  of  salary,  excluding  overtime  and  most  premium  pay.  These  contributions  earn 
interest  at  5.0%  per  year,  compounded  annually. 

b.  Employer: 

The   Employer   contributes   the   remaining   amounts   necessary   to   maintain   the 
soundness  of  the  Retirement  System. 

5.  Service  Retirement 
Eligibility 

Age  50  with  25  years  of  credited  service. 
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Benefit  -  Member 

A  specified  percent  of  Final  Compensation  based  on  the  member's  age  at  retirement 
(factors  shown  in  Table  C-l  below)  for  each  year  of  credited  service,  subject  to  a 
maximum  of  90%  of  Final  Compensation. 


Table  C-l 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  Employees'  Retirement  System 

Sections  8.595  (Police)  and  8.596  (Fire)  - 

-  Service  Retirement  Factors 

Retirement  Age 

Retirement  Factors 

50 

2.40% 

51 

2.52% 

52 

2.64% 

53 

2.76% 

54 

2.88% 

55  or  above 

3.00% 

Benefit  -  Survivor 

75%  of  the  service  retirement  benefit  paid  to  a  qualified  survivor. 

6.    Non-Industrial  Disability 

Eligibility 

10  years  of  credited  service. 

Benefit  -  Member 

At  least  10  but  less  than  25  years  of  credited  service: 

1.5%  of  Final  Compensation  for  each  year  of  credited  service  between  10  and  25  years, 

subject  to  a  minimum  of  33.3%  and  a  maximum  of  90%  of  Final  Compensation. 

At  least  25  years  of  credited  service: 

A  specified  percent  of  Final  Compensation  based  on  the  member's  age  at  the  date  of 
disability  (factors  shown  in  Table  C-l  above,  age  50  factor  is  used  if  member  is  less  than 
50  at  date  of  disability)  for  each  year  of  credited  service,  subject  to  a  maximum  of  90%  of 
Final  Compensation. 

Benefit  -  Survivor 

75%  of  the  disability  retirement  benefit  paid  to  a  qualified  survivor. 
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7.    Industrial  Disability 

Eligibility 

No  age  or  service  requirement. 

Benefit  -  Member 

If  Not  Eligible  for  Service  Retirement: 

Final  Compensation  times  a  percentage  of  disability,  subject  to  a  minimum  of  50%  and  a 
maximum  of  90%,  as  determined  by  the  Workers'  Compensation  Appeals  Board.  Once 
the  member  becomes  eligible  for  service  retirement,  assuming  that  member  earned 
service  and  salary  increases  during  the  period  of  disability,  the  benefit  is  recalculated 
using  the  service  and  salary  rate  for  the  current  rank  held.  The  recalculated  benefit  is 
based  on  a  minimum  of  55%  of  Final  Compensation. 

If  Eligible  for  Service  Retirement: 

A  specified  percent  of  Final  Compensation  based  on  the  member's  age  at  the  date  of 

disability  (factors  shown  in  Table  C-l  above)  for  each  year  of  credited  service,  subject  to 

a   maximum    of  90%   of  Final    Compensation,    but   not   less   than   55%    of  Final 

Compensation. 

Benefit  -  Survivor 

If  Not  Eligible  for  Service  Retirement: 

100%  of  the  disability  retirement  benefit  paid  to  a  qualified  survivor.   Once  the  member 

would  have  become  eligible  for  service  retirement,  assuming  that  member  earned  service 

and  salary  increases  from  the  date  of  disability  to  the  eligible  service  retirement  date,  the 

benefit  is  recalculated  at  100%  of  the  service  retirement  benefit,  using  the  service  and 

salary   at   the   eligible   service   retirement   date,    but   not   less   than   55%   of  Final 

Compensation. 

If  Eligible  for  Service  Retirement: 

100%  of  the  disability  retirement  benefit  paid  to  a  qualified  survivor,  not  less  than  55%  of 

Final  Compensation. 

8.    Death  while  an  Active  Employee 

If  Death  is  due  to  a  Non-Work-Related  Cause: 

a.  Less  than  10  Years  of  Credited  Service,  or  No  Qualified  Survivor  -  Lump  sum 
benefit  equal  to  the  accumulated  refund  all  of  employee  contributions  with  interest, 
plus  six  months  salary  to  a  designated  beneficiary. 

b.  At  least  10  but  less  than  25  years  of  Credited  Service  -  Monthly  continuation 
allowance  to  a  qualified  survivor  equal  to  the  non-industrial  disability  benefit  the 
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member  would  have  been  entitled  to  on  the  date  of  death,  subject  to  a  minimum  of 
33.3%  of  compensation  at  the  time  of  death. 

c.  At  Least  25  Years  of  Credited  Service  but  Less  than  Age  50  -  Monthly  continuation 
allowance  to  a  qualified  survivor  equal  to  75%  of  the  monthly  service  retirement 
benefit  the  member  would  have  received  had  the  member  been  age  50  and  retired  on 
the  date  of  death. 

d.  Eligible  for  Service  Retirement  -  Monthly  continuation  allowance  to  a  qualified 
survivor  equal  to  75%  of  the  monthly  service  retirement  benefit  the  member  would 
have  received  had  the  member  been  retired  on  the  date  of  death. 

If  Death  is  due  to  a  Work-Related  Cause: 

a.  No  Qualified  Survivor  -  Lump  sum  benefit  equal  to  the  accumulated  refund  of  all 
employee  contributions  with  interest,  plus  six  months  salary  to  a  designated 
beneficiary.  If  the  death  is  of  a  violent  nature,  an  additional  lump  sum  equivalent 
benefit  equal  to  12  months  salary  is  payable. 

b.  Qualified  Survivor  and  Not  Eligible  for  Service  Retirement  -  Monthly  continuation 
allowance  to  a  qualified  survivor  equal  to  the  salary  at  the  date  of  death.  Once  the 
member  would  have  become  eligible  for  service  retirement,  assuming  that  member 
earned  service  and  salary  increases  from  the  date  of  death  to  the  eligible  service 
retirement  date,  the  benefit  is  recalculated  at  100%  of  the  service  retirement  benefit, 
using  the  service  and  salary  at  the  eligible  service  retirement  date,  such  allowance 
shall  not  be  less  than  55%  of  Final  Compensation. 

c.  Qualified  Survivor  and  Eligible  for  Service  Retirement  -  Monthly  continuation 
allowance  to  a  qualified  survivor  equal  to  100%  of  the  monthly  service  retirement 
benefit  the  member  would  have  received  had  the  member  been  retired  on  the  date  of 
death,  not  less  than  55%  of  Final  Compensation. 

9.    Withdrawal  Benefits 

Less  than  five  years  of  credited  service: 

Lump  sum  benefit  equal  to  the  accumulated  employee  contributions  with  interest. 

Five  or  more  years  of  credited  service: 

The  member  may  choose  one  of  the  following: 

a.  T  .iimp  sum  benefit  equal  to  the  accumulated  employee  contributions  with  interest. 

b.  A  specified  percent  of  Final  Compensation  at  termination  based  on  the  member's  age 
at  retirement  (factors  shown  in  Table  C-l  above)  for  each  year  of  credited  service, 
subject  to  a  maximum  of  90%  of  Final  Compensation.  Cost-of-living  adjustments  are 
prorated  if  the  member's  accrued  service  is  less  than  25  years.  COLA  will  be 
multiplied  by  a  fraction  where  the  denominator  is  25  and  the  numerator  is  equal  to 
service  at  date  of  termination,  payable  at  age  50. 
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10.  Additional  Post-retirement  Death  Benefit 

A  death  benefit  payable  as  a  lump  sum  equal  to  $100  for  each  full  year  of  credited 
service,  subject  to  a  maximum  of  $3,000,  will  be  paid  to  a  qualified  survivor  upon  the 
member's  death. 

11.  Post-retirement  Cost-of-Living  Benefit 

Basic 

Monthly  benefits  are  adjusted  by  50%  of  the  actual  dollar  increase  or  decrease  in  the 
salary  rank  or  position  the  member's  Final  Compensation  used  to  calculate  the  monthly 
benefit  was  based  on.  A  member's  monthly  benefit  will  never  decrease  below  its  original 
amount. 

Supplemental 

Effective  July  1  of  each  fiscal  year,  if  there  are  sufficient  "excess"  investment  earnings  on 
the  Retirement  fund  for  the  previous  fiscal  year-end,  the  adjustment  could  be  increased  to 
3.5%  of  that  member's  current  monthly  benefit  less  the  amount  of  the  Basic  COLA 
above.  If  "excess"  earnings  are  insufficient  to  fund  a  3.5%  increase,  then  to  the  extent  of 
"excess"  earnings,  benefits  are  increased  in  increments  of  .5%  up  to  a  maximum  of  3.5%. 
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III.  Police  and  Fire  Members  -  Charter  Sections  8.586  (Police)  and  8.588  (Fire) 

1.  Membership  Requirement 

Police  Officers  and  Firefighters  who  became  members  on  or  after  November  2,  1976. 

2.  Final  Compensation 

Average  monthly  total  compensation  eamable  during  any  12  months  of  credited  service 
which  average  compensation  is  the  highest. 

(Pre  1998  -  3  year  average  of  monthly  compensation) 

3.  Credited  Service 

One  year  of  service  credit  is  given  for  each  fiscal  year  with  10  or  more  full  months 
worked.  A  partial  year  (fraction  with  the  numerator  equal  to  months  including  partial 
months,  and  the  denominator  equal  to  10)  is  given  for  each  fiscal  year  with  less  than  10 
full  months  worked. 

4.  Member  Contributions 

a.  Member: 

7.5%  of  salary,  excluding  overtime  and  most  premium  pay.  These  contributions  earn 
interest  at  5.0%  per  year,  compounded  annually. 

b.  Employer: 

The   Employer   contributes   the   remaining   amounts   necessary   to    maintain   the 
soundness  of  the  Retirement  System. 

5.  Service  Retirement 
Eligibility 

Age  50  with  5  years  of  credited  service.  (Pre  1998  -  50  with  25  years  of  credited  service) 

Benefit  -  Member 

The  monthly  service  retirement  benefit  is  the  greater  of  i)  and  ii)  below,  subject  to  a 
maximum  of  75%  of  Final  Compensation  (Pre  1998  -  70%) 

i)    2%  of  Final  Compensation  for  each  of  the  first  25  years  of  service  plus  an  additional 
3%  of  Average  Compensation  for  each  year  of  credited  service  in  excess  of  25  years; 
(Pre  1998  -  benefit  is  calculated  under  i)  only); 
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ii)  A  specified  percent  of  Final  Compensation  based  on  the  member's  age  at  retirement 
(factors  shown  in  Table  C-2  below)  for  each  year  of  credited  service. 


Table  C-2 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  Employees'  Retirement  System 

Sections  8.S86  (Police)  and  8.S88  (Fire)  -  Service  Retirement  Factors 

Retirement  Age 

Retirement  Factors 

50 

2.00% 

51 

2.14% 

52 

2.28% 

53 

2.42% 

54 

2.56% 

55  or  above 

2.70% 

Benefit  -  Survivor 

50%  of  the  service  retirement  benefit  paid  to  a  qualified  survivor. 

6.  Non-Industrial  Disability 
Eligibility 

10  years  of  credited  service. 

Benefit  -  Member 

1.5%  of  Average  Compensation  for  each  year  of  credited  service,  subject  to  a  minimum 
of  33.3%  of  75%  of  Final  Compensation. 

Benefit  -  Survivor 

50%  of  the  disability  retirement  benefit  paid  to  a  qualified  survivor 

7.  Industrial  Disability 
Eligibility 

No  age  or  service  requirement. 

Benefit  -  Member 

Less  than  age  50  with  25  Years  of  Service: 

Final  Compensation  times  a  percentage  of  disability,  subject  to  a  minimum  of  50%  and  a 
maximum  of  90%,  as  determined  by  the  Workers'  Compensation  Appeals  Board.  Once 
the  member  becomes  eligible  for  service  retirement,  assuming  that  member  earned 
service  and  salary  increases  during  the  period  of  disability,  the  benefit  is  recalculated 
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using  the  service  and  salary  rate  for  the  current  rank  held.    The  recalculated  benefit  is 
based  on  a  minimum  of  50%  of  Final  Compensation. 

Age  50  with  25  Years  of  Service: 

The  retirement  allowance,  but  not  less  than  50%  of  Final  Compensation. 

Benefit  -  Survivor 

75%  of  the  disability  retirement  benefit  paid  to  a  qualified  survivor 
8.    Death  while  an  Active  Employee 

If  Death  is  Due  to  a  Non-Work-Related  Cause: 

a.  Less  than  10  Years  of  Credited  Service,  or  No  Qualified  Survivor  -  Lump  sum 
benefit  equal  to  the  accumulated  refund  all  of  employee  contributions  with  interest, 
plus  six  months  salary  to  a  designated  beneficiary. 

b.  At  least  10  but  less  than  25  years  of  Credited  Service  -  Monthly  continuation 
allowance  to  a  qualified  survivor  equal  to  the  non-industrial  disability  benefit  the 
member  would  have  been  entitled  to  on  the  date  of  death,  subject  to  a  minimum  of 
33.3%  of  Average  Compensation  at  the  time  of  death. 

c.  At  Least  25  Years  of  Credited  Service  but  Less  than  Age  50  -  Monthly  continuation 
allowance  to  a  qualified  survivor  equal  to  50%  of  the  monthly  service  retirement 
benefit  the  member  would  have  received  had  the  member  been  age  50  and  retired  on 
the  date  of  death. 

d.  Age  50  with  25  Years  of  Credited  Service  -  Monthly  continuation  allowance  to  a 
qualified  survivor  equal  to  50%  of  the  monthly  service  retirement  benefit  the  member 
would  have  received  had  the  member  been  retired  on  the  date  of  death. 

If  Death  is  Due  to  a  Work-Related  Cause: 

a.  No  Qualified  Survivor  -  Lump  sum  benefit  equal  to  the  accumulated  refund  of  all 
employee  contributions  with  interest,  plus  six  months  salary  to  a  designated 
beneficiary.  If  the  death  is  of  a  violent  nature,  an  additional  lump  sum  equivalent 
benefit  equal  to  12  months  salary  is  payable. 

b.  Qualified  Survivor  and  Less  than  Age  50  with  25  Years  of  Service  -  Monthly 
continuation  allowance  to  a  qualified  survivor  equal  to  100%  (Pre  1998  -  75%)  of 
Final  Compensation  at  the  date  of  death.  Once  the  member  would  have  become 
eligible  for  service  retirement,  assuming  that  member  earned  service  and  salary 
increases  from  the  date  of  death  to  the  eligible  service  retirement  date,  the  benefit  is 
recalculated  at  100%  of  the  service  retirement  benefit,  using  the  service  and  salary  at 
the  eligible  service  retirement  date,  such  allowance  shall  not  be  less  than  50%  of 
Final  Compensation. 
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c.  Qualified  Survivor  and  Age  50  with  25  Years  of  Service  -  Monthly  continuation 
allowance  to  a  qualified  survivor  equal  to  100%  (Pre  1998  -  75%)  of  the  monthly 
service  retirement  benefit  the  member  would  have  received  had  the  member  been 
retired  on  the  date  of  death,  not  less  than  50%  of  Final  Compensation. 

9.  Withdrawal  Benefits 

Less  than  five  years  of  credited  service: 

Lump  sum  benefit  equal  to  the  accumulated  employee  contributions  with  interest. 

Five  or  more  years  of  credited  service: 

The  member  may  choose  one  of  the  following: 

a.  Lump  sum  benefit  equal  to  the  accumulated  refund  all  of  employee  contributions  with 
interest. 

b.  Retirement  benefit  first  payable  at  age  50  equal  to  2%  of  Final  Compensation  at 
termination  for  each  year  of  credited  service  of  the  member  at  the  date  of  termination. 

10.  Additional  Post-retirement  Death  Benefit 

A  death  benefit  payable  as  a  lump  sum  equal  to  $100  for  each  full  year  of  credited 
service,  subject  to  a  maximum  of  $3,000,  will  be  paid  to  a  qualified  survivor  upon  the 
member's  death. 

11.  Post-retirement  Cos  t-of- Living  Benefit 

Basic 

Monthly  benefits  are  increased  or  decreased  each  July  1  by  a  maximum  of  2%  per  year  of 
the  initial  monthly  benefit.  A  member's  monthly  benefit  will  never  decrease  below  its 
original  amount.  Effective  July  1,  2009,  monthly  benefits  are  increased  or  decreased  by  a 
maximum  of  2%  of  the  prior  year's  monthly  benefit. 

Supplemental 

Effective  July  1  of  each  fiscal  year,  if  there  are  sufficient  "excess"  investment  earnings  on 
the  Retirement  fund  for  the  previous  fiscal  year-end,  the  adjustment  could  be  increased  to 
3.5%  of  that  member's  current  monthly  benefit  less  the  amount  of  the  Basic  COLA 
above.  If  "excess"  earnings  are  insufficient  to  fund  a  3.5%  increase,  then  to  the  extent  of 
"excess"  earnings,  benefits  are  increased  in  increments  of  .5%  up  to  a  maximum  of  3.5%. 
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IV.  Police  and  Fire  Members  -  Charter  Sections  8.597  (Police)  and  8.598  (Fire) 

1.  Membership  Requirement 

-  Active  members  on  January  1,  2003  in  Section  8.586  (Police)  or  Section  8.588  (Fire)  who 
had  elected  to  switch  to  Section  8.597  (Police)  or  Section  8.598  (Fire)  by  December  31, 
2002;  or  new  members  becoming  active  on  or  after  January  1,  2003  in  Section  8.597 
(Police)  or  Section  8.598  (Fire). 

2.  Final  Compensation 

Average  monthly  total  compensation  eamable  during  any  12  months  of  credited  service 
which  average  compensation  is  the  highest. 

3.  Credited  Service 

One  year  of  service  credit  is  given  for  each  fiscal  year  with  10  or  more  full  months 
worked.  A  partial  year  (fraction  with  the  numerator  equal  to  months  including  partial 
months,  and  the  denominator  equal  to  10)  is  given  for  each  fiscal  year  with  less  than  10 
full  months  worked. 

4.  Member  Contributions 

a.  Member: 

7.5%  of  salary,  excluding  overtime  and  most  premium  pay.  These  contributions  earn 
interest  at  5.0%  per  year,  compounded  annually. 

b.  Employer: 

The   Employer   contributes   the   remaining   amounts   necessary   to   maintain   the 
soundness  of  the  Retirement  System. 

5.  Service  Retirement 
Eligibility 

Age  50  with  five  years  of  credited  service. 
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Benefit  -  Member 

A  specified  percent  of  Final  Compensation  based  on  the  member's  age  at  retirement 
(factors  shown  in  Table  C-3  below)  for  each  year  of  credited  service,  subject  to  a 
maximum  of  90%  of  Final  Compensation. 


Table  C-3 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  Employees'  Retirement  System 

Sections  8.597  (Police)  and  8.598  (Fire)  -  Service  Retirement  Factors 

Retirement  Age 

Retirement  Factors 

50 

2.40% 

51 

2.52% 

52 

2.64% 

53 

2.76% 

54 

2.88% 

55  or  above 

3.00% 

Benefit  -  Survivor 

50%  of  the  service  retirement  benefit  paid  to  a  qualified  survivor. 

6.  Non-Industrial  Disability 

Eligibility 

10  years  of  credited  service. 
Benefit  -  Member 

1.5%  of  Final  Compensation  for  each  year  of  credited  service,  subject  to  a  minimum  of 
33.3%  and  a  maximum  of  90%  of  Final  Compensation. 

Benefit  -  Survivor 

50%  of  the  disability  retirement  benefit  paid  to  a  qualified  survivor. 

7.  Industrial  Disability 
Eligibility 

No  age  or  service  requirement. 
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Benefit  -  Member 

Less  than  Age  50  with  25  Years  of  Service: 

Average  Final  Compensation  times  a  percentage  of  disability,  subject  to  a  minimum  of 
50%  and  a  maximum  of  90%,  as  determined  by  the  Workers'  Compensation  Appeals 
Board.  Once  the  member  is  50  years  old  with  25  years  of  service,  assuming  that  member 
earned  service  and  salary  increases  during  the  period  of  disability,  the  benefit  is 
recalculated  using  the  service  and  salary  rate  for  the  current  rank  held.  The  recalculated 
benefit  is  a  minimum  of  50%  of  Final  Compensation,  but  not  to  exceed  90%  of  Final 
Compensation. 

Age  50  with  25  Years  of  Service: 

A  specified  percent  of  Average  Final  Compensation  based  on  the  member's  age  at  the 
date  of  disability  (factors  shown  in  Table  C-2  above)  for  each  year  of  credited  service, 
not  less  than  50%  of  Final  Compensation,  but  not  to  exceed  90%  of  Final  Compensation. 

Benefit  -  Survivor 

If  Not  Eligible  for  Service  Retirement: 

75%  of  the  disability  retirement  benefit  paid  to  a  qualified  survivor.  Once  the  member 
would  have  become  eligible  for  service  retirement,  assuming  that  member  earned  service 
and  salary  increases  from  the  date  of  disability  to  the  eligible  service  retirement  date,  the 
benefit  is  recalculated  at  100%  of  the  retirement  benefit,  using  the  service  and  salary  at 
the  eligible  service  retirement  date,  not  less  than  50%  of  Final  Compensation. 

If  Eligible  for  Service  Retirement: 

75%  of  the  disability  retirement  benefit  paid  to  a  qualified  survivor,  not  less  than  50%  of 

Final  Compensation. 

8.    Death  while  an  Active  Employee 

If  Death  is  due  to  a  Non-Work-Related  Cause: 

a.  Less  than  10  Years  of  Credited  Service,  or  No  Qualified  Survivor  -  Lump  sum 
benefit  equal  to  the  accumulated  refund  all  of  employee  contributions  with  interest, 
plus  six  months  salary  to  a  designated  beneficiary. 

b.  At  least  10  but  less  than  25  years  of  Credited  Service  -  Monthly  continuation 
allowance  to  a  qualified  survivor  equal  to  the  non-industrial  disability  benefit  the 
member  would  have  been  entitled  to  on  the  date  of  death,  subject  to  a  minimum  of 
33.3%  of  compensation  at  the  time  of  death. 

c.  At  Least  25  Years  of  Credited  Service  but  Less  than  Age  50  -  Monthly  continuation 
allowance  to  a  qualified  survivor  equal  to  50%  of  the  monthly  service  retirement 
benefit  the  member  would  have  received  had  the  member  been  age  50  and  retired  on 
the  date  of  death. 
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d.  Age  50  with  25  Years  of  Service  -  Monthly  continuation  allowance  to  a  qualified 
survivor  equal  to  50%  of  the  monthly  service  retirement  benefit  the  member  would 
have  received  had  the  member  been  retired  on  the  date  of  death. 

If  Death  is  due  to  a  Work-Related  Cause: 

a.  No  Qualified  Survivor  -  Lump  sum  benefit  equal  to  the  accumulated  refund  of  all 
employee  contributions  with  interest,  plus  six  months  salary  to  a  designated 
beneficiary. 

b.  Qualified  Survivor  and  Less  than  Age  50  and  25  Years  of  Service  -  Monthly 
continuation  allowance  to  a  qualified  survivor  equal  to  the  compensation  at  the  date 
of  death.  Once  the  member  would  have  completed  25  years  of  service  and  attained 
age  50,  assuming  that  the  member  earned  service  and  salary  increases  from  the  date 
of  death  to  the  said  date,  the  benefit  is  recalculated  at  100%  of  the  service  retirement 
benefit.  The  recalculated  benefit  is  a  minimum  of  50%  of  Final  Compensation,  but 
not  to  exceed  90%  of  Final  Compensation. 

c.  Qualified  Survivor  and  Age  50  with  25  Years  of  Service  -  Monthly  continuation 
allowance  to  a  qualified  survivor  equal  to  100%  of  the  monthly  service  retirement 
benefit  the  member  would  have  received  had  the  member  been  retired  on  the  date  of 
death,  not  less  than  50%  of  Final  Compensation. 

9.  Withdrawal  Benefits 

Less  than  five  years  of  credited  service: 

Lump  sum  benefit  equal  to  the  accumulated  employee  contributions  with  interest. 

Five  or  more  years  of  credited  service: 

The  member  may  choose  one  of  the  following: 

a.  Lump  sum  benefit  equal  to  the  accumulated  refund  all  of  employee  contributions  with 
interest. 

b.  A  specified  percent  of  Final  Compensation  at  termination  based  on  the  member's  age 
at  retirement  (factors  shown  in  Table  C-2  above)  for  each  year  of  credited  service, 
subject  to  a  maximum  of  90%  of  Final  Compensation,  payable  at  age  50. 

10.  Additional  Post-retirement  Death  Benefit 

A  death  benefit  payable  as  a  lump  sum  equal  to  $100  for  each  full  year  of  credited 
service,  subject  to  a  maximum  of  $3,000,  will  be  paid  to  a  qualified  survivor  upon  the 
member's  death. 
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11.  Post-retirement  Cost-of-Living  Benefit 

Basic 

Monthly  benefits  are  adjusted  each  July  1  by  the  accumulated  change  in  the  Consumer 
Price  Index  to  the  nearest  1%,  with  a  maximum  increase  or  decrease  of  2%  per  year  of 
the  initial  monthly  benefit.  A  member's  monthly  benefit  will  never  decrease  below  its 
original  amount. 

Effective  July  1,  2009,  monthly  benefits  are  increased  or  decreased  by  a  maximum  of  2% 
of  the  prior  year's  monthly  benefit. 

Supplemental 

Effective  July  1  of  each  fiscal  year,  if  there  are  sufficient  "excess"  investment  earnings  on 
the  Retirement  fund  for  the  previous  fiscal  year-end,  the  adjustment  could  be  increased  to 
3.5%  of  that  member's  current  monthly  benefit  less  the  amount  of  the  Basic  COLA 
above.  If  "excess"  earnings  are  insufficient  to  fund  a  3.5%  increase,  then  to  the  extent  of 
"excess"  earnings,  benefits  are  increased  in  increments  of  .5%  up  to  a  maximum  of  3.5%. 


V.  Miscellaneous  Members  -  Charter  Section  8.509 

1.  Membership  Requirement 

Employees  and  Officers,  other  than  Police  Officers  or  Firefighters,  who  became  members 
before  November  2,  1976  and  continued  as  a  member  without  interruption. 

2.  Average  Final  Compensation 

Average  monthly  compensation  earned  during  any  year  of  credited  service  which  average 
compensation  is  the  highest. 

3.  Credited  Service 

One  year  of  service  credit  is  given  for  each  fiscal  year  with  10  or  more  full  months 
worked.  A  partial  year  (fraction  with  the  numerator  equal  to  months  including  partial 
months,  and  the  denominator  equal  to  10)  is  given  for  each  fiscal  year  with  less  than  10 
full  months  worked.  (Exception:  in  the  year  of  retirement,  the  denominator  in  the 
fraction  is  equal  to  12). 

4.  Member  Contributions 

a.    Member: 

8.0%  of  salary,  excluding  overtime  and  most  premium  pay.  These  contributions  earn 
interest  at  5.0%  per  year,  compounded  annually. 
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If  the  member  elects  Social  Security,  the  contributions  to  the  System  may  be  reduced 
by  the  amount  contributed  to  Social  Security  (excluding  the  Medicare  portion). 
Retirement  benefits  are  actuarially  reduced. 

b.    Employer: 

The  Employer  contributes  the  remaining  amounts  necessary  to  maintain  the 
soundness  of  the  Retirement  System. 

5.    Service  Retirement 

Eligibility 

Age  50  with  20  years  of  credited  service,  or  age  60  with  10  years  of  credited  service. 

Benefit  -  Member 

The  monthly  service  retirement  benefit  is  the  greater  of  i)  and  ii)  below,  subject  to  a 
maximum  of  75%  of  Average  Final  Compensation. 

i)  A  specified  percent  of  Average  Final  Compensation  based  on  the  member's  age  at 
retirement  (factors  shown  in  Table  C-4  below)  for  each  year  of  credited  service, 
effective  January  1 1 ,  2009. 


Table  C-4 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  Employees'  Retirement 

System 

Section  8.509  Member  Service  Retirement  Factors 

Retirement 

Retirement 

Retirement  Age 

Factors                  Retirement  Age 

Factors 

50 

1.0%                             57 

1.7% 

51 

1.1%                             58 

1.8% 

52 

1.2%                             59 

1.9% 

53 

1.3%                             60 

2.1% 

54 

1.4%                             61 

2.2% 

55 

1.5%                             62  or  above 

2.3% 

56 

1.6% 

ii)  The  actuarial  equivalent  of  twice  the  member's  accumulated  contributions  with 
interest. 

Benefit  -  Survivor 

50%  of  the  service  retirement  benefit  paid  to  a  qualified  survivor. 
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6.  Disability 
Eligibility 

.     10  years  of  credited  service. 

Benefit  -  Member 

1.8%  of  Average  Final  Compensation  for  each  year  of  credited  service,  maximum  of  75% 
of  Average  Final  Compensation.  If  the  benefit  is  less  than  40%  of  Average  Final 
Compensation,  additional  credited  service  had  the  member  worked  to  age  60  can  be 
added  to  the  current  credited  service,  in  order  to  adjust  the  benefit  to  40%  of  Average 
Final  Compensation. 

Benefit  -  Survivor 

50%  of  the  disability  retirement  benefit  paid  to  a  qualified  survivor. 

7.  Death  while  an  Active  Employee 

If  Not  Eligible  for  Service  Retirement: 

Lump  sum  benefit  equal  to  the  accumulated  refund  of  all  employee  contributions  with 
interest,  plus  six  months  salary  to  a  designated  beneficiary.  If  the  death  is  job-related,  an 
additional  lump  sum  equivalent  benefit  equal  to  12  months  salary  is  payable. 

If  Eligible  for  Service  Retirement: 
A  qualified  spouse  may  elect  i)  or  ii)  below: 

i)    Lump  sum  benefit  equal  to  the  accumulated  refund  of  all  employee  contributions  with 
interest,  plus  six  months  salary  to  a  designated  beneficiary. 

ii)  A  benefit  equal  to  50%  of  the  service  retirement  benefit  the  member  would  have 
received  had  the  member  retired  for  service  on  the  date  of  death. 

8.  Withdrawal  Benefits 

Less  than  ten  years  of  credited  service  or  less  than  $1,000  in  accumulated  contributions: 
Lump  sum  benefit  equal  to  the  accumulated  employee  contributions  with  interest. 

Ten  or  more  years  of  credited  service  or  accumulated  contributions  exceeding  $1,000: 

The  member  may  choose  one  of  the  following: 

i)    Lump  sum  benefit  equal  to  the  accumulated  refund  all  of  employee  contributions  with 

interest, 
ii)  A  deferred  retirement  benefit  payable  on  or  after  age  50  equal  to  the  actuarial 

equivalent  of  twice  the  member's  accumulated  contributions  with  interest  as  of  the 

retirement  date. 
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9.  Additional  Post-retirement  Death  Benefit 

A  death  benefit  payable  as  a  lump  sum  equal  to  $100  for  each  full  year  of  credited 
service,  subject  to  a  maximum  of  $3,000,  will  be  paid  to  a  qualified  survivor  upon  the 
member's  death. 

10.  Post-retirement  Cost-of-Living  Benefit 

Basic 

Monthly  benefits  are  adjusted  each  July  1  by  the  accumulated  change  in  the  Consumer 
Price  Index  to  the  nearest  1  %,  with  a  maximum  increase  or  decrease  of  2%  per  year  of 
the  initial  monthly  benefit.  A  member's  monthly  benefit  will  never  decrease  below  its 
original  amount. 

Effective  July  1,  2009,  monthly  benefits  are  increased  or  decreased  by  a  maximum  of  2% 
of  the  prior  year's  monthly  benefit. 

Supplemental 

Effective  July  1  of  each  fiscal  year,  if  there  are  sufficient  "excess"  investment  earnings  on 
the  Retirement  fund  for  the  previous  fiscal  year-end,  the  adjustment  could  be  increased  to 
3.5%  of  that  member's  current  monthly  benefit  less  the  amount  of  the  Basic  COLA 
above.  If  "excess"  earnings  are  insufficient  to  fund  a  3.5%  increase,  then  to  the  extent  of 
"excess"  earnings,  benefits  are  increased  in  increments  of  .5%  up  to  a  maximum  of  3.5%. 


VI.  Miscellaneous  Members  -  Charter  Section  8.587 

1.  Membership  Requirement 

Active  Employees  and  Officers,  other  than  Police  Officers  or  Firefighters,  who  were 
members  under  Section  A8.584,  and  members  under  A8.587  whose  accumulated 
contributions  were  in  the  retirement  fund  on  November  7,  2000  and  were  not  retired. 
After  November  7,  2000,  all  full  time  employees,  certified  Civil  Service  employees,  or 
temporary  employees  who  work  more  than  1,040  hours  in  any  12-month  period; 
excluding  all  Police  Officers  and  Firefighters. 

2.  Average  Final  Compensation 

Average  monthly  compensation  earned  during  any  year  of  credited  service  which  average 
compensation  is  the  highest. 
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3.  Credited  Service 

One  year  of  service  credit  is  given  for  each  fiscal  year  with  10  or  more  full  months 
worked.  A  partial  year  (fraction  with  the  numerator  equal  to  months  including  partial 
months,  and  the  denominator  equal  to  10)  is  given  for  each  fiscal  year  with  less  than  10 
full  months  worked. 

4.  Member  Contributions 

a.  Member: 

7.5%  of  salary,  excluding  overtime  and  most  premium  pay.  These  contributions  earn 
interest  at  5.0%  per  year,  compounded  annually. 

b.  Employer: 

The   Employer   contributes    the   remaining   amounts   necessary   to   maintain   the 
soundness  of  the  Retirement  System. 

5.  Service  Retirement 
Eligibility 

Age  50  with  20  years  of  credited  service,  or  age  60  with  10  years  of  credited  service. 

Benefit  -  Member 

The  monthly  service  retirement  benefit  is  the  greater  of  i)  and  ii)  below: 

i)  A  specified  percent  of  Average  Final  Compensation  based  on  the  member's  age  at 
retirement  (factors  shown  in  Table  C-5  below)  for  each  year  of  credited  service, 
subject  to  a  maximum  of  75%  of  Average  Final  Compensation,  effective  date  January 
11,2009. 


Table  C-5 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  Employees'  Retirement  System 

Sections  8.584  and  8.587  Member  Service  Retirement  Factors 

Retirement 

Retirement 

Retirement  Age 

Factors                   Retirement  Age 

Factors 

50 

1.0%                               57 

1.7% 

51 

1.1%                               58 

1.8% 

52 

1.2%                                 59 

1.9% 

53 

1.3%                                 60 

2.1% 

54 

1.4%                                 61 

2.2% 

55 

1.5%                              62  or  above 

2.3% 

56 

1.6% 
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ii)  The  actuarial  equivalent  of  twice  the  member's  accumulated  contributions  with  interest. 

Benefit  -  Survivor 

50%  of  the  service  retirement  benefit  paid  to  a  qualified  survivor. 

6.  Disability 
Eligibility 

10  years  of  credited  service. 

Benefit  -  Member 

1.8%  of  Average  Final  Compensation  for  each  year  of  credited  service,  maximum  of  75% 
of  Average  Final  Compensation.  If  the  benefit  is  less  than  40%  of  Average  Final 
Compensation,  additional  credited  service  had  the  member  worked  to  age  60  can  be 
added  to  the  current  credited  service,  in  order  to  adjust  the  benefit  up  to  40%  of  Average 
Final  Compensation. 

Benefit  -  Survivor 

50%  of  the  disability  retirement  benefit  paid  to  a  qualified  survivor. 

7.  Death  while  an  Active  Employee 

If  Not  Eligible  for  Service  Retirement: 

Lump  sum  benefit  equal  to  the  accumulated  refund  of  all  employee  contributions  with 
interest,  plus  six  months  salary  to  a  designated  beneficiary.  If  the  death  is  job-related,  an 
additional  lump  sum  equivalent  benefit  equal  to  1 2  months  salary  is  payable. 

If  Eligible  for  Service  Retirement: 
A  qualified  spouse  may  elect  i)  or  ii)  below: 

i)    Lump  sum  benefit  equal  to  the  accumulated  refund  of  all  employee  contributions  with 
interest,  plus  six  months  salary  to  a  designated  beneficiary. 

ii)  A  benefit  equal  to  50%  of  the  service  retirement  benefit  the  member  would  have 
received  had  the  member  retired  for  service  on  the  date  of  death. 

8.  Withdrawal  Benefits 

Less  than  five  years  of  credited  service: 

Lump  sum  benefit  equal  to  the  accumulated  refund  all  of  employee  contributions  with 

interest. 
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Five  or  more  years  of  credited  service: 
The  member  may  choose  one  of  the  following: 

i)  Lump  sum  benefit  equal  to  the  accumulated  refund  all  of  employee  contributions  with 
interest. 

ii)  A  deferred  retirement  benefit  payable  on  or  after  age  50  equal  to  the  actuarial 
equivalent  of  twice  the  member's  accumulated  contributions  with  interest  as  of  the 
retirement  date. 

9.  Additional  Post-retirement  Death  Benefit 

A  death  benefit  payable  as  a  lump  sum  equal  to  $100  for  each  full  year  of  credited 
service,  subject  to  a  maximum  of  $3,000,  will  be  paid  to  a  qualified  survivor  upon  the 
member's  death. 

10.  Post-retirement  Cost-of-Living  Benefit 

Monthly  benefits  are  adjusted  each  July  1  by  the  accumulated  change  in  the  Consumer 
Price  Index  to  the  nearest  1%,  with  a  maximum  increase  or  decrease  of  2%  per  year  of 
the  initial  monthly  benefit.  A  member's  monthly  benefit  will  never  decrease  below  its 
original  amount. 

Effective  July  1,  2009,  monthly  benefits  are  increased  or  decreased  by  a  maximum  of  2% 
of  the  prior  year's  monthly  benefit. 

Supplemental 

Effective  July  1  of  each  fiscal  year,  if  there  are  sufficient  "excess"  investment  earnings  on 
the  Retirement  fund  for  the  previous  fiscal  year-end,  the  adjustment  could  be  increased  to 
3.5%  of  that  member's  current  monthly  benefit  less  the  amount  of  the  Basic  COLA 
above.  If  "excess"  earnings  are  insufficient  to  fund  a  3.5%  increase,  then  to  the  extent  of 
"excess"  earnings,  benefits  are  increased  in  increments  of  .5%  up  to  a  maximum  of  3.5%. 


Note:  The  summary  of  major  plan  provisions  is  designed  to  outline  principal  plan 
benefits.  If  the  SFERS  staff  should  find  the  plan  summary  not  in  accordance  with  the 
actual  provisions,  the  actuary  should  immediately  be  alerted  so  the  proper  provisions  are 
valued. 
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1.  Actuarial  Liability 

The  Actuarial  Liability  is  the  difference  between  the  present  value  of  all  future  system 
benefits  and  the  present  value  of  total  future  normal  costs.  This  is  also  referred  to  by  some 
actuaries  as  the  "accrued  liability"  or  "actuarial  liability". 

2.  Actuarial  Assumptions 

Estimates  of  future  experience  with  respect  to  rates  of  mortality,  disability,  turnover, 
retirement  rate  or  rates  of  investment  income  and  salary  increases.  Actuarial  assumptions 
(rates  of  mortality,  disability,  turnover  and  retirement)  are  generally  based  on  past 
experience,  often  modified  for  projected  changes  in  conditions.  Economic  assumptions 
(salary  increases  and  investment  income)  consist  of  an  underlying  rate  in  an  inflation-free 
environment  plus  a  provision  for  a  long-term  average  rate  of  inflation. 

3.  Accrued  Service 

Service  credited  under  the  System  which  was  rendered  before  the  date  of  the  actuarial 
valuation. 

4.  Actuarial  Equivalent 

A  single  amount  or  series  of  amounts  of  equal  actuarial  value  to  another  single  amount  or 
series  of  amounts,  computed  on  the  basis  of  appropriate  actuarial  assumptions. 

5.  Actuarial  Funding  Method 

A  mathematical  budgeting  procedure  for  allocating  the  dollar  amount  of  the  actuarial  present 
value  of  a  retirement  system  benefit  between  future  normal  cost  and  actuarial  accrued 
liability.  Sometimes  referred  to  as  the  "actuarial  funding  method". 

6.  Actuarial  Gain  (Loss) 

The  difference  between  actual  experience  and  actuarial  assumption  anticipated  experience 
during  the  period  between  two  actuarial  valuation  dates. 

7.  Actuarial  Present  Value 

The  amount  of  funds  currently  required  to  provide  a  payment  or  series  of  payments  in  the 
future.  It  is  determined  by  discounting  future  payments  at  predetermined  rates  of  interest, 
and  by  probabilities  of  payment. 
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8.  Amortization 

Paying  off  an  interest-discounted  amount  with  periodic  payments  of  interest  and  principal — 
as  opposed  to  paying  off  with  a  lump  sum  payment. 

9.  Annual  Required  Contribution  (ARC)  under  GASB  25 

The  Governmental  Accounting  Standards  Board  (GASB)  Statement  No.  25  defines  the  Plan 
Sponsor's  "Annual  Required  Contribution"  (ARC)  that  must  be  disclosed  annually.  The 
SFERS  Employer  computed  contribution  rate  for  FY  2010  meets  the  parameters  of  GASB 

25. 

10.  Normal  Cost 

The  actuarial  present  value  of  retirement  system  benefits  allocated  to  the  current  year  by  the 
actuarial  funding  method. 

11.  Set  back/Set  forward 

Set  back  is  a  period  of  years  that  a  standard  published  table  (i.e.  mortality)  is  referenced 
backwards  in  age.  For  instance,  if  the  set  back  period  is  2  years  and  the  participant's  age  is 
currendy  40,  then  the  table  value  for  age  38  is  used  from  the  standard  published  table.  It  is 
the  opposite  for  set  forward.  A  system  would  use  set  backs  or  set  forwards  to  compensate  for 
mortality  experience  in  their  work  force. 

12.  Unfunded  Actuarial  Liability  (UAL) 

The  unfunded  actuarial  liability  represents  the  difference  between  actuarial  liability  and 
valuation  assets.  This  value  is  sometimes  referred  to  as  "unfunded  actuarial  accrued 
liability". 

Most  retirement  systems  have  unfunded  actuarial  liabilities.  They  typically  arise  each  time 
new  benefits  are  added  and  each  time  experience  losses  are  realized. 

The  existence  of  unfunded  actuarial  accrued  liability  is  not  in  itself  an  indicator  of  poor 
funding,  Also,  unfunded  actuarial  liabilities  do  not  represent  a  debt  that  is  payable  today. 
What  is  important  is  the  ability  of  the  plan  sponsor  to  amortize  the  unfunded  actuarial 
liability  and  the  trend  in  its  amount  (after  due  allowance  for  devaluation  of  the  dollar). 
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Appendix  F.  SFERS  Letter  to  Director  of  Elections 


City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


San  Francisco  City  and  County 
Employees*  Retirement  System 
Office  of  The  Executive  Director 


October  26,  2007 

Mr.  John  Amtz 

Director  of  Elections 

City  Hall.  Room  48 

1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place, 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Dear  Mr.   Amtz: 

In  response  to  your  letter  of  September  6,  2007  regarding  a  proposed  initiative  Charter  Amendment  for 
the  February  2008  ballot  the  Retirement  System  has  prepared  the  following  analysis. 

The  initiative  Charter  amendment  entitled  "Deferred  Retirement  Option  Program"  (DROP)  will  require 
the  Retirement  System  to  work  with  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to  enact  the  legislation  required  by  the 
initiative  and  then  to  educate,  counsel  and  implement  the  decisions  of  qualified  police  officers  regarding 
DROP. 

The  DROP  will  be  available  to  all  San  Francisco  police  officers  who  have  attained  50  years  of  age  and 
have  completed  at  least  25  years  of  service  in  the  following  police  officer  ranks: 

1.  Police  Officer  (Q2,  Q3,  Q4)  for  up  to  36  months; 

2.  Police  Inspector  (0380,  0381,  0382)  and  Police  Sergeant  (Q50,  Q51,  Q52)  for  up  to  24  months; 
and 

3.  Police  Lieutenant  (Q60,  Q61,  Q62)  and  Police  Captain  (Q80,  Q81,  Q82)  for  up  to  12  months. 

Qualified  officers  will  have  the  individual  choice  to  freeze  the  calculation  of  their  retirement  SFERS 
benefit  and  to  continue  to  work  with  full  wages  and  all  benefits  (with  the  exception  of  enhancing  their 
frozen  retirement  benefits).   During  the  period  of  an  officer's  employment  while  in  DROP,  the  Retirement 
System  will  accrue  the  officer's  retirement  benefit  in  a  tax  deferred  account  for  distribution  at  the 
conclusion  of  the  officer's  chosen  DROP  period. 

Under  the  provisions  of  the  DROP,  the  Retirement  System  will  be  required  to  develop  new  benefit 
calculation  and  accounting  systems  to  administer  the  program  as  well  as  significant  policies  and 
procedures  to  address  the  consequences  of  the  death,  disability  or  termination  of  employment  of  police 
officers  in  the  DROP  program.    This  will  require  a  significant  dedication  of  time  and  resources  by  senior 
management  staff,  as  well  as  the  development  of  appropriate  accounting,  counseling  and  educational 
systems  and  materials  at  a  cost  that  cannot  be  estimated  at  this  time.   Further  the  Retirement  System  will 
be  required  to  track  the  benefits  which  would  have  been  payable,  but  for  the  DROP,  and  the  costs  of 
administration  in  order  to  conduct  the  cost  analysis  defined  in  Section  A8.909  of  the  initiative. 

The  following  table  identifies  the  number  of  police  officers  who  are  or  will  be  meet  the  age  and  service 
requirements  of  the  DROP  based  on  data  as  of  June  30,  2007: 


(415)487-7020 


30  Van  Ness  Avenue,  Suite  3000 
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Group  I:  Q2  -  Q4 


Group  2:  0380-0382  QS0-Q52 


183 


29 


30 


28 


270 


Group  3:  Q60-Q62  Q80-Q82 


19 


Totals: 


400 


64 


65 


51 


23 


580 


While  the  initiative  states  that  the  program  shall  be  cost  neutral,  no  cost  analysis  is  to  be  conducted  until 
April  15,  201 1.    If  the  Board  of  Supervisors  determines  not  to  extend  the  DROP  based  on  this  cost 
analysis,  no  further  DROP  elections  will  be  allowed;  however,  police  officers  who  have  elected  DROP 
prior  to  the  non-renewal  are  allowed  to  complete  the  DROP  as  it  existed  at  the  time  of  their  election.   The 
impact  of  this  provision  is  that  the  DROP  if  enacted  will  extend  for  Group  1  officers  until  June  2014  and 
for  Group  2  until  June  2013  and  Group  3  until  June  2012. 

The  Retirement  System  will  be  required  to  resolve  tax  compliance  questions  raised  by  the  proposed 
initiative,  establish  forms,  rules  and  regulations  and  assist  in  the  drafting  of  required  ordinances  to  be 
presented  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  as  a  result  of  the  enactment  of  this  proposal. 

The  cost  of  DROP  to  the  Retirement  System  cannot  be  determined  at  this  time  due  to  the  voluntary  nature 
of  the  individual  choices  which  may  be  made  by  up  to  580  police  officers  regarding  electing  to  DROP  and 
the  duration  of  DROP  as  well  as  the  uncertainty  of  death,  disability  and  termination  events  and  impacts 
and  unknown  future  salaries. 

The  proposed  DROP  initiative  does  enact  provisions  that  are  not  consistent  with  a  basic  principle  of  San 
Francisco's  retirement  plans;  namely,  police  officers  will  be  active  employees  (while  not  accruing 
increased  retirement  benefits)  at  the  same  time  a  retirement  allowances  will  be  accruing  for  distribution, 
effectively  making  the  member  both  active  and  retired  at  the  same  time. 

The  Retirement  System  staff  will  attend  the  Ballot  Simplification  Committee  meeting  scheduled  to  be 
held  at  9:00  AM  on  October  26,  2007,  as  we  were  notified  yesterday.    However,  I  will  also  need  to  attend 
a  previously  scheduled  meeting  at  10:00  AM  that  morning. 

Very  truly  yours. 


//^Jk^t^ 


Clare  M.  Murphy, 
Executive  Director 
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Posl-Retlrement  Benefit  Valuation  Report  -  2006  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

Section  I:  Report  Highlights 

Mercer  has  prepared  this  report  for  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  ("City")  to: 

»     Present  the  results  of  the  valuation  of  the  post-retirement  health  benefits  provided  by  the  City  as  of 
July  1,2006, 

■  Provide  information  that  may  be  used  by  the  City  to  report  their  annual  required  contribution  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  2008,  and 

■  Provide  reporting  information  that  may  be  used  for  financial  statements,  government  agencies  and 
other  interested  parties  pursuant  to  Government  Accounting  Standards  Board  Statement  No.  45 
(GASB  45). 

Summary  of  Principal  Results 

The  following  table  summarizes  the  primary  results  of  the  valuation  which  are  discussed  further  below. 


Unfunded 

Funded 

Discount  Rate 

4.50% 

8.00% 

Payroll  (beginning  of  year) 

$2,021,384,946 

$2,021,384,946 

Unfunded  Actuarial  Accrued  Liability  (UAAL) 

$4,036,324,359 

$2,618,932,029 

Normal  Cost  Rate 

12.3% 

5.6% 

UAAL  Amortization  Rate 

6.6% 

6.8% 

Annual  Required  Contribution  (ARC)  Rate 

18.9% 

12.4% 

Most  governmental  employers  have  been  accounting  for  post-retirement  health  benefits  on  a  pay-as- 
you-go  basis.  However,  effective  for  the  fiscal  year  beginning  July  1 ,  2007,  the  City,  like  other  large 
governmental  entities,  must  comply  with  the  requirements  of  GASB  45. 

This  valuation  is  intended  to  provide  the  City  with  the  information  necessary  to  complete  the  disclosures 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  2008  depending  on  specific  decisions  made  by  the  City.  GASB  45 
permits  the  use  of  a  valuation  that  is  up  to  24  months  prior  to  the  beginning  of  the  first  fiscal  year  for 
which  the  valuation  provides  the  ARC.  The  City  currently  uses  a  valuation  12  months  prior  to  the 
beginning  of  the  fiscal  year  for  reporting  liabilities  of  the  San  Francisco  Employees'  Retirement  System 
(SFERS)  under  GASB  Statement  No.  27.  This  valuation  has  been  prepared  assuming  the  City  adopts 
the  same  policy  for  retiree  healthcare  valuations  under  GASB  45. 

Although  no  trust  has  been  established  to  pre-fund  the  retiree  healthcare  benefits,  we  understand  the 
City  is  currently  exploring  pre-funding  options  and  intends  to  establish  a  trust  with  an  investment  policy 
similar  to  that  of  the  SFERS.  This  valuation  has  been  prepared  both  assuming  such  a  trust  is 
established  and  the  full  ARC  is  contributed  (Funded)  and  assuming  no  trust  is  established  (Unfunded). 
If  the  City  partially  funds  the  ARC  or  develops  an  investment  policy  different  from  that  used  for  SFERS, 
the  results  in  this  report  may  not  be  appropriate  for  GASB  45  reporting  purposes. 
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Section  I:  Report  Highlights  (continued) 
Funding  Methods  and  Assumptions 

In  general,  the  same  methods  and  assumptions  used  for  SFERS  have  been  adopted  for  this  valuation, 
including  use  of  the  Entry  Age  Normal  cost  method.  However,  the  unfunded  actuarial  accrued  liability 
is  amortized  over  a  period  of  30  years  as  a  level  percentage  of  payroll  (as  opposed  to  15  years  for 
SFERS). 

The  discount  rate  is  to  be  selected  as  the  estimated  long-term  investment  return  on  the  investments 
that  are  expected  to  be  used  to  finance  the  payment  of  benefits.  For  funded  plans,  the  considerations  in 
selecting  this  rate  would  be  similar  to  selecting  the  funding  interest  rate  for  a  pension  plan,  and  based 
on  discussions  with  the  City,  we  have  used  the  same  discount  rate  as  SFERS  essentially  assuming  that 
assets  are  invested  similarly.  However,  for  unfunded  plans,  the  discount  rate  should  be  determined  with 
reference  to  the  employer's  general  assets.  Since  unrestricted  general  assets  are  invested  in  short- 
term  fixed  income  securities,  the  City  has  adopted  an  assumption  of  4.50%.  If  the  plan  is  partially 
funded,  a  blended  discount  rate  should  be  used,  and  since  we  have  not  produced  results  on  a  blended 
basis,  some  modification  of  this  report  would  be  necessary. 

All  actuarial  assumptions  and  plan  provisions  valued  are  summarized  in  the  Actuarial  Basis  section. 

Annual  Required  Contribution 

The  basic  annual  expense  recognized  under  GASB  45  is  called  the  Annual  Required  Contribution 
(ARC),  even  though  there  is  no  requirement  to  fund  this  amount.  The  ARC  depends  on  the  actuarial 
cost  method  selected  and  typically  consists  of  the  normal  cost  plus  amortization  of  the  Unfunded 
Actuarial  Accrued  Liability  (UAAL).  The  ARC  is  expressed  as  a  percentage  of  covered  payroll.  The 
dollar  amount  of  the  ARC  should  be  determined  based  on  the  actual  covered  payroll  for  the  fiscal  year. 

The  difference  between  the  amounts  required  to  be  recognized  and  the  amounts  contributed  (including 
benefits  paid  from  general  assets)  is  accumulated  as  the  Net  OPEB1  Obligation  (NOO).  The  annual 
OPEB  cost  reported  as  an  expense  in  the  employer's  financial  statements  is  equal  to  the  ARC  plus  an 
adjustment  related  to  any  outstanding  NOO. 


1  Other  Post-Employment  Benefits 
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Section  II:  Certification 

We  have  prepared  an  actuarial  valuation  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  post-retirement 
healthcare  plan  as  of  July  1 ,  2006,  to  enable  the  City  to  comply  with  the  accounting  requirements  under 
Statement  of  Governmental  Accounting  Standards  No.  45  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  2008.  The 
results  of  the  valuation  set  forth  in  this  report  reflect  our  understanding  of  the  substantive  plan  as  of  July 
1 ,  2006. 

All  costs,  liabilities  and  other  factors  under  the  plan  were  determined  in  accordance  with  generally 
accepted  actuarial  principles  and  procedures  using  an  actuarial  cost  method  which  we  believe  is 
appropriate.  In  our  opinion,  the  actuarial  assumptions  selected  by  the  City  and  County  of  San 
Francisco  based  upon  our  recommendations  are  reasonable  estimates  of  the  future  experience  of  the 
plan.  To  the  extent  that  actual  experience  differs  from  the  assumptions,  or  to  the  extent  that  plan 
provisions  as  actually  administered  are  different  from  those  summarized  herein,  the  results  presented 
in  this  report  will  differ.  This  report  fully  and  fairly  discloses  the  actuarial  position  of  the  plan. 

Data 

The  valuation  is  based  upon  membership  data  as  of  July  1,  2006  and  claims  data  through  March,  2007, 
furnished  by  the  City  and  summarized  in  this  report  without  further  audit.  This  data  would  customarily 
not  be  verified  by  a  plan's  actuary.  We  have  reviewed  the  data  for  internal  consistency  and 
reasonableness  and  have  no  reason  to  doubt  its  substantial  accuracy.  Assumptions  and  estimates 
were  used  for  missing  or  incomplete  data  in  consultation  with  the  City. 

The  valuation  is  also  based  upon  the  substantive  plan  as  described  by  the  City  and  County  of  San 
Francisco  and  summarized  in  this  report.  The  City  is  solely  responsible  for  the  validity  and 
completeness  of  this  information. 

Accounting  Results 

The  calculations  reported  herein  are  consistent  with  our  understanding  of  the  provisions  of  Government 
Accounting  Standards  Board  (GASB)  Statements  Number  43  and  45.  Actuarial  computations  under 
Statements  of  Governmental  Accounting  Standards  are  for  purposes  of  fulfilling  governmental  employer 
accounting  requirements.  Computations  for  other  purposes  may  differ  significantly  from  the  results 
shown  in  this  report. 
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Pomt-Retlrement  Ben«flt  Valuation  Report  -  2006 


City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


Section  II:  Certification  (continued) 


Professional  Qualifications 

We  are  available  to  answer  any  questions  on  this  material,  or  to  provide  explanations  or  further  details, 
as  may  be  appropriate.  Collectively,  the  undersigned  credentialed  actuaries  meet  the  Qualification 
Standards  of  the  American  Academy  of  Actuaries  to  render  the  actuarial  opinion  contained  in  this 
report: 


ut'JL^tl.MJL. 

November  14,  2007 

William  R.  Hallmark,  ASA,  MAAA 

Date 

fy%Ju  a.  <Mm^ 

November  14,  2007 

Martin  A.  Miller,  FSA 

' 

Date 

November  14,  2007 

Xavier  Erhart,  ASA 

Date 

Mercer 

3  Embarcadero  Center,  Suite  1500 
San  Francisco,  CA-941 1 1-4015 
415  743  8700 
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Post-Retirement  Benefit  Valuation  Report  -  2006 


City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


Section  III:  Valuation  Results 


Calculation  of  Annual  Required  Contribution  (ARC) 

Benefit  Obligations  and  Amortization  Payment  Unfunded  Funded 


1 .  Discount  Rate 

2.  Actuarial  Accrued  Liability 

a.  Retirees 

b.  Disabled  Retirees 

c.  Surviving  Spouses 

d.  Vested  Separated  Participants 
e      Active  Employees 

f.     Total 

3.  Assets 

4.  Unfunded  actuarial  accrued  liability  (UAAL)  (2.f.  -  3.) 

5.  Amortization  factor  based  on  30  years  (level  %  of  pay) 

6.  Amortization  payment  at  beginning  of  year 


4.5% 

1,363,349,535     $ 
308.881,885 
160,869.674 
475,097.356 

1,728,125,909 

4,036,324,359     $ 
0 

4,036,324,359 

30  000 

134,544,145 


8.0% 

927,855,742 

206,772,635 

113,995,028 

231,425,047 

1,138,883,577 

2,618,932,029 

0 

2,618.932,029 

19.372 

135,190,762 


Calculation  of  ARC 


Unfunded 


Funded 


1.  Amortization  payment  at  beginning  of  year 

2.  Normal  cost  at  beginning  of  year 

3.  Interest  on  1   and  2.  to  middle  of  year 

4.  Annual  Required  Contribution  (middle  of  year)  (1.  +2+  3.) 

5.  Annual  covered  payroll  (adjusted  to  middle  of  year) 

6.  ARC  as  a  percent  of  covered  payroll  (middle  of  year)  (4. 1 5.) 


134,544,145      $ 
248,231,153 
8.612,444 
391,387,742 

2,066,866,108 
18.94% 


135,190,762 

111,061,966 

9.850,109 

256,102,837 

2,066,866,108 

12.39% 


Census  Data 


Covered  Members  as  of  July  1,  2006 


1.  Retirees 

2.  Disabled  Retirees 

3.  Spouses  of  Retired  Employees 

4.  Surviving  Spouses 

5.  Vested  Separated  Participants* 

6.  Active  employees 

7.  Total 


11,068 
2,179 
4,940 
2,289 
1,946 
28,282 
50,704 


Includes  members  with  reciprocity  agreements 
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Post  Retirement  Benefit  Valuation  Report  -  2006 


City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


Section  III:  Valuation  Results  (continued) 


Sensitivity  Results 

Summary  of  Key  Valuation  Results 


Unfunded 


Funded 


1.  Actuarial  Accrued  Liability  (AAL)  at  beginning  of  year 

2.  Normal  Cost  (NC)  at  beginning  of  year 

3.  Annual  Required  Contribution  (ARC)  at  middle  of  year 


4,036,324,359     $ 
248,231,153 
391,387,742 


2,618,932,029 
111,061.966 
256,102.837 


Valuation  Results  with  +1%  Trend 


Unfunded 


Funded 


1.  Actuarial  Accrued  Liability  (AAL)  at  beginning  of  year 

2.  Normal  Cost  (NC)  at  beginning  of  year 

3.  Annual  Required  Contribution  (ARC)  at  middle  of  year 

4.  AAL  Percent  Difference 

5.  NC  Percent  Difference 

6.  ARC  Percent  Difference 


4.872,780.575     $ 

3,037,509,027 

313,418,871 

134,250,777 

486,551,400 

302,690,670 

20.7% 

16.0% 

26.3% 

20.9% 

24.3% 

18.2% 

Valuation  Results  with  -1%  Trend 


Unfunded 


Funded 


1.  Actuarial  Accrued  Liability  (AAL)  at  beginning  of  year 

2.  Normal  Cost  (NC)  at  beginning  of  year 

3.  Annual  Required  Contribution  (ARC)  at  middle  of  year 

4.  AAL  Percent  Difference 

5.  NC  Percent  Difference 

6.  ARC  Percent  Difference 


3,387,468,339 
199,818,518 

319,770,647 
(16.1)% 
(19.5)% 
(18.3)% 


2,280,865,063 
93,154,640 

219,329,960 
(12.9)% 
(16.1)% 
(14.4)% 


Mercer 

g  Velire\sfc4cV2007\valuation\/epor1\g.asb  sfcc  report  doc 


Post-Retirement  Benefit  Valuation  Report  -  2006  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

Section  III:  Valuation  Results  (continued) 
Projected  Benefit  Payments 

The  table  below  shows  the  projected  benefit  payments  assuming  no  new  entrants  and  all  valuation 
assumptions  realized. 


Fiscal  Year 

Projected  Benefit  Payments 

2006-07 

106.747,023 

2007-08 

120,588,156 

2008-09 

135,499,282 

2009-10 

151,471,755 

2010-11 

169.072,747 

2011-12 

186,041,405 

2012-13 

203,538,518 

2013-14 

219,991,438 

2014-15 

236,776,420 

2015-16 

253,956,282 

2016-17 

271,223,543 

2017-18 

289,197,082 

2018-19 

308,217,707 

2019-20 

327,197,109 

2020-21 

347,099,275 

2021-22 

366,737,005 

2022-23 

386,523,081 

2023-24 

407,201,216 

2024-25 

427,572,130 

2025-26 

446,724,256 

2026-27 

466,328,301 

2027-28 

485,013,509 

2028-29 

502,729,221 

2029-30 

519,290,415 

2030-31 

533,951,478 

2031-32 

548,119,888 

2032-33 

560,736,672 

2033-34 

570.215,730 

2034-35 

577,149.043 

2035-36 

582.551,143 
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Post  Retirement  Benefit  Valuation  Report  -  2006 


City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


Section  III:  Valuation  Results  (continued) 


Development  of  Annual  OPEB  Cost  and  Net  OPEB  Obligation 

The  table  below  develops  the  Annual  OPEB  Cost  and  the  Net  OPEB  Obligation  based  on  projected 
payroll  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  2008.  The  actual  amounts  will  need  to  be  revised  to  reflect 
actual  payroll,  actual  benefit  payments,  and  actual  contributions  to  a  trust. 


Annual  OPEB  Cost  for  fiscal  year  ending 

June  30,  2008 

Unfunded 

Funded 

Annual  Required  Contribution  (ARC)  Rate 

18.94% 

12.39% 

Estimated  Payroll  for  Fiscal  Year  (adjusted  to  middle  of  year) 

$2,159,875,083 

$2,159,875,083 

Estimated  Annual  Required  Contribution 

$409,080,341 

$267,608,523 

Interest  on  Net  OPEB  Obligation 

0 

0 

Adjustment  to  ARC 

0 

0 

Estimated  Annual  OPEB  Cost 

$409,080,341 

$267,608,523 

Estimated  Contributions 

110,082,811 

267,608.523 

Increase  In  Net  OPEB  Obligation 

$298,997,530 

$0 

Net  OPEB  Obligation,  beginning  of  year 

0 

0 

Estimated  Net  OPEB  Obligation,  end  of  year 

$298,997,530 

$0 
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Post-Retirement  Benefit  Valuation  Report  -  2006 


City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


Section  III:  Valuation  Results  (continued) 
Schedule  of  Funding  Progress 

The  table  below  shows  the  Schedule  of  Funding  Progress  on  a  funded  and  unfunded  basis.  This 
schedule  is  required  to  be  disclosed  (on  the  appropriate  basis)  as  a  part  of  the  Required 
Supplementary  Information  in  the  City's  notes  to  its  financial  statements.  Because  this  is  the  first 
valuation  under  GASB  45,  there  is  no  historical  information  provided.  In  the  future,  information  from  the 
three  most  recent  valuations  will  be  presented. 

Unfunded 
Actuarial  AAL  as  a 

Actuarial        Actuarial         Accrued  Percentage 

Valuation         Value  of  Liability         Unfunded         Funded  Covered        of  Covered 

Date  Assets  (AAL)  AAL  Ratio  Payroll  Payroll 


(a) 

(b) 

(b-a) 

(a/b) 

(c) 

«b-a)/c) 

Unfunded 

7/1/2006 

$0 

$4,036,324 

$4,036,324 

0.0% 

$2,066,866 

195  3% 

Funded 

7/1/2006 

SO 

$2,618,932 

$2,618,932 

0.0% 

$2,066,866 

126.7% 

Amounts  in  thousands 
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Po*«  Retirement  Benaflt  Valuation  Report  -  2006  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

Section  IV:  Supplemental  Information 

The  remainder  of  the  report  includes  information  supporting  the  results  presented  in  the  previous 
section. 

■  Plan  assets 

■  Participant  data  presents  and  describes  the  participant  data  used  in  the  valuation. 

■  Actuarial  basis  describes  the  plan  provisions,  as  well  as  the  methods  and  assumptions  used  to  value 
the  plan.  The  valuation  is  based  on  the  premise  that  the  plan  is  ongoing. 
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Post-R«tlr«m«nt  Benefit  Valuation  Report  -  2000  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

Section  V:  Plan  Assets 

Summary  of  Assets 

There  are  no  assets  as  of  the  valuation  date. 
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9  \rfllife\sfc4c\2007\valuatjon\reportlg8sb  sfcc  report  doc 


11 


Post-Retirement  Benefit  Valuation  Roport  -  2006 


City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


Section  VI:  Participant  Data 


Distribution  of  Active  Participants  as  of  July  1,  2006 


Ago 


0-4 


5-9 


10-14       15-19       20-24       25-29       30-34 


35+ 


Total 


Under  20 

7 

7 

20-24 

84 

8 

16 

108 

25-29 

619 

202 

75 

896 

30-34 

840 

727 

297 

47 

1 

1,912 

35-39 

915 

1,388 

743 

299 

38 

3,383 

40-44 

721 

1,355 

1,012 

714 

314 

16 

4,132 

45-^9 

564 

1,151 

904 

1,021 

914 

345 

6 

4,905 

50-54 

455 

989 

717 

936 

999 

871 

220 

24 

5,211 

55-59 

308 

697 

561 

678 

782 

843 

552 

166 

4,587 

60-64 

129 

329 

298 

333 

323 

361 

279 

158 

2,210 

65-69 

29 

85 

118 

113 

83 

85 

61 

66 

640 

70+ 

9 

17 

55 

45 

47 

30 

19 

39 

261 

Total 

4,680 

6,948 

4,796 

4,186 

3,501 

2,551 

1,137 

453 

28,282 

Average  Age: 

47.2 

Average  Years  of  Service:   14.1 

Mercer 
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Post-Retirement  Benefit  Valuation  Report  -  2006  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

Section  VI:  Participant  Data  (continued) 

Statistics  for  Active  Participants 

Police  Fir*  Muni  Craft  Misc.  Total 


As  of  July  1,2006 

•     Fully  eligible 

1,923 

1,391 

1,776 

3,132 

15,350 

23,572 

•     Not  fully  eligible 

243 

218 

290 

550 

3,379 

4,680 

■     Average  age 

43.3 

43.5 

488 

492 

47.5 

47.2 

■     Average  service 

16.7 

14.5 

12.7 

14.5 

138 

14  1 

■     Average  salary 

91.941 

74,206 

55.302 

66,733 

71,964 

71.723 

Females 

■     Fully  eligible 

324 

201 

453 

213 

8,720 

9,911 

■     Not  fully  eligible 

37 

30 

70 

61 

2,007 

2,205 

■     Average  age 

42.6 

40.6 

46.3 

46.5 

47.0 

46.7 

■     Average  service 

15.6 

10.6 

11.7 

12.6 

13.8 

13.7 

■     Average  salary 

92,265 

75,000 

55.281 

59,745 

70.132 

70,008 

Males 

•     Fully  eligible 

1,599 

1,190 

1,323 

2,919 

6,630 

13,661 

■     Not  fully  eligible 

206 

188 

220 

489 

1.372 

2.475 

■     Average  age 

43.5 

44.0 

49.6 

49.4 

48.1 

477 

•     Average  service 

16.9 

15.1 

13.1 

14.6 

13.8 

14.4 

■     Average  salary 

91,876 

74,073 

55,309 

67,295 

74,420 

73,011 

Average  Salary  representing  2006/2007  Rate  of  Pay 


Merc  er  •)  3 

g  \ratjreVsfcAc\2007\valuabonVepw1\g3sb  sfcc  report  doc 


Post-Rotlramont  Benefit  Valuation  Report  -  2006 


City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


Section  VI:  Participant  Data  (continued) 

Distribution  of  Inactive  Participants  as  of  July  1,  2006 

Status  Group 


Healthy 

Disabled 

Spouse  of 

Surviving 

Vested 

Ago 

Retiree 

Retiree 

Retiree 

Spouses 

Separated 

Total 

Under  40 

0 

8 

43 

7 

463 

521 

40-44 

0 

33 

54 

10 

383 

480 

45-49 

0 

76 

174 

20 

451 

721 

50-54 

380 

162 

396 

46 

322 

1,306 

55-59 

1,220 

331 

779 

114 

196 

2,640 

60-64 

1,944 

468 

996 

158 

75 

3,641 

65-69 

2,183 

362 

823 

199 

32 

3,599 

70-74 

1,821 

222 

647 

268 

14 

2,972 

75-79 

1,417 

210 

478 

381 

4 

2,490 

80-84 

1,131 

184 

372 

462 

3 

2,152 

85-89 

651 

97 

144 

396 

3 

1,291 

90-94 

267 

21 

30 

180 

0 

498 

95+ 

54 

5 

4 

48 

0 

111 

Total 

11,068 

2,179 

4,940 

2,289 

1,946 

22,422 

Statistics  for  Inactive  Participants  Over  Age  65 


Number 

Average  Age 

Not 

Not 

Eligible 

Eligible 

Eligible  for 

for 

for 

Eligible  for 

Medicare 

Medicare 

Total 

Medicare 

Medicare 

Total 

As  of  July  1,2006 

Retirees 

226 

6,856 

7,082 

71.1 

75.3 

75.2 

Disabled  retirees 

46 

969 

1,015 

72.7 

75.1 

74.9 

Spouses  of  retirees 

188 

2,127 

2,315 

69.5 

74.4 

74.0 

Surviving  spouses 

32 

1,861 

1,893 

76.3 

80.3 

80.2 

Total 

492 

11,813 

12,305 

71.0 

75.9 

75.7 

Mercer 
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Post-Retirement  Benefit  Valuation  Report  -  2006  Cily  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

Section  VII:  Actuarial  Basis 

Accounting  Actuarial  Cost  Method  and  Policies 

Actuarial  cost  method:  Liabilities  shown  in  this  report  are  computed  using  the  Entry  Age  Normal  Cost 
method  allocated  as  a  level  percent  of  pay  from  the  date  of  hire  to  decrement  age. 

Unfunded  Actuarial  Liability  amortization  method:  UAL  is  amortized  as  a  level  percentage  of  payroll 
over  a  period  of  30  years. 

Census  data:  We  have  used  participant  data  as  supplied  by  the  City.  This  information  would  not 
customarily  be  verified  by  a  plan's  actuary.  We  have  reviewed  the  information  for  internal  consistency 
and  we  have  no  reason  to  doubt  its  substantial  accuracy.  Assumptions  and  estimates  were  made  for 
incomplete  or  missing  data  in  consultation  with  the  City. 

Participants  included:  The  plan  sponsor  provides  us  with  data  on  all  employees  as  of  the  valuation 
date,  but  only  those  employees  who  have  completed  the  plan's  eligibility  requirements  are  included  in 
the  valuation  of  liabilities. 

Funding  policy:  The  post-retirement  medical  plan's  benefits  are  currently  funded  on  a  pay-as-you-go 
basis.  The  city  funds  on  a  cash  basis  as  benefits  are  paid.  No  assets  have  been  segregated  and 
restricted  to  provide  post-retirement  benefits. 
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Po»t  Retirement  Benefit  Valuation  Report  -  2006 


City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


Section  VII:  Actuarial  Basis  (continued) 
Summary  of  Actuarial  Assumptions 

The  following  assumptions  were  used  in  valuing  the  liabilities  and  benefits  under  the  plan. 


Discount  rate 

4.50%  per 

annum  assuming  an 

unfunded  plan 

8.00%  per 

annum  assuming  a  trust  funded  plan 

Payroll  growth 

4.50%  per 

annum 

Salary  merit  increase 

Years  of 

Misc. 

Misc. 

Service 

Police 

Fire 

Muni 

Craft 

Females 

Males 

1 

13.50% 

21.00% 

13.00% 

5.00% 

5.00% 

5.25% 

2 

5.00 

5.00 

800 

2.00 

4.00 

4.25 

3 

5.00 

5.00 

•     1.00 

2.00 

4.00 

3.50 

4 

1.00 

1.00 

000 

2.00 

3.50 

3.50 

5 

1.00 

1.00 

0.00 

1.50 

2.50 

3.25 

• 

6 

1.00 

1.00 

0.00 

1.00 

225 

2.75 

7 

1.00 

1.00 

0.00 

1.00 

2.25 

2.50 

6 

1.00 

1.00 

000 

0.80 

2.00 

2.25 

9 

1.00 

1.00 

0.00 

0.70 

1.75 

2.25 

10 

1.00 

1.00 

0.00 

0.70 

1.50 

2.25 

11 

1.00 

1.00 

0.00 

0.70 

1.00 

2.25 

12 

1.00 

1.00 

0.00 

0.70 

1.00 

1.75 

13 

1.00 

1.00 

0.00 

0.70 

1.00 

1.75 

14 

1.00 

1.00 

0.00 

0.70 

1.00 

1  75 

15  &  Over 

1.00 

1  00 

0.00 

0.70 

0.90 

1.00 

Merc  or 
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Post-Retirement  Benefit  Valuation  Report  -  2006 


City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


Section  VII:  Actuarial  Basis  (continued) 
Summary  of  Actuarial  Assumptions  (continued) 


Health  care  cost  trend 
rates 


The  trend  rates  of  incurred  claims  represent  the  rate  of  increase  in  employer 
claim  payments: 


Non-Medicare 

Medicare 

Pharmacy 

Medicare 

Years 

(All  Plans) 

8.5% 

(All  Plans) 

9.5% 

(City  Plan) 

Part  B 

2006-07 

95% 

8.5% 

2007-08 

8.0 

9.0 

9.0 

80 

2008-09 

7.5 

8.5 

8.5 

7.5 

2009-10 

7.0 

8.0 

8.0 

70 

2010-11 

65 

75 

75 

6.5 

2011-12 

6.0 

70 

70 

60 

2012-13 

5.5 

6.5 

6.5 

5.5 

2013-14 

5.0 

60 

6.0 

5.5 

2014-15 

5.0 

5.5 

55 

5.5 

2015-16+ 

5.0 

5.0 

5.0 

5.5 

Health  care  cost  trend 
rates  (continued) 


The  trend  rates  of  incurred  claims  represent  the  rate  of  increase  in  employer 
claim  payments: 


Years 


Vision 


2006-07 
2007-08 
2008-09 
2009-10 
2010-11 
2011-12 
2012-13 
2013-14 
2014-15 
2015-16+ 


3.0% 

30 

3.0 

3.0 

3.0 

30 

30 

3.0 

3.0 

3.0 


Admin.  Cost 

4.5% 

45 

45 

4.5 

45 

45 

45 

4.5 

4.5 

4.5 


10-County  Amount 

7.5% 

7.0 

65 

6.0 

5.5 

50 

50 

5.0 

5.0 

5.0 
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Potl  Rotlremont  Bonoflt  Valuation  Rsport  -  2006 


City  and  County  ol  San  Francisco 


Section  VII:  Actuarial  Basis  (continued) 
Summary  of  Actuarial  Assumptions  (continued) 


Base  year  per  capita  plan 
costs 

Base  year  per  capita  plan  costs  for  2006-2007  were 
Costs  were  developed  at  age  65  as  shown  below: 

developed  by 

vlercer. 

Plan 

Medical 

Pharmacy 

3,203 

Expense 

City  Health  Plan 
(Non-Medicare) 

10,523 

424 

City  Health  Plan 
(Medicare) 

1,144 

1.629 

304 

Plan 

Kaiser 

PacifiCare 

7,466 

Blue  Shield 

Other  Plan 
(Non-Medicare) 

6,499 

6,110 

Other  Plans 
(Medicare) 

2.995 

2,473 

3,499 

Expense 
(Other  Plans) 

6 

6 

6 

Vision  (All  Plans) 

46 

46 

46 

Aging 

For  medical  and  Rx 
annual  increases 

Age  of  Employee  / 
Retiree  /  Dependent 

40-44 

Annual  Cost  Increment 
In  One  Year 

2.10% 

per  year 

45-49 

3  80% 

per  year 

50-54 

4.00% 

per  year 

55-59 

3  80% 

per  year 

60-64 

4.10% 

per  year 

65-69 

2.50% 

per  year 

70-74 

2.00% 

per  year 

75-79 

1.30% 

per  year 

80-84 

0  60% 

per  year 

85-89 

0.30% 

per  year 

90  and  above 

0.00% 

per  year 

Mercer 
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Post-Retirement  Benefit  Valuation  Report  -  2006 


City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


Section  VII:  Actuarial  Basis  (continued) 
Summary  of  Actuarial  Assumptions  (continued) 


Per  capita  retiree 
contributions 


Contributions  are  determined  in  accordance  with  formulae  set  out  in  the  Plan 
Provisions  subsection.  The  following  table  shows  the  starting  values  that 
served  as  a  basis  for  projecting  contributions  into  the  future. 


Plan  Year  Ending  June  30,  2007 
Cost 


City  Plan 


Kaiser 


Total  Active  Employee  Cost 

$588 

$368 

10-County  Average 

$366 

$366 

Dependent  Cost 

$552 

$368 

Cost 

PacifiCare 

Blue  Shield 

Total  Active  Employee 

Cost 

$395 

$354 

10-County  Average 

$366 

$366 

Dependent  Cost 

$395 

$354 

Mortality,  healthy  lives 


Mortality  rates  for  healthy  lives  are  based  on  the  1994  Group  Annuity  Mortality 
Table.  Rates  at  sample  ages  are  shown  below: 


Age 


Male 


Female 


25 

0.00066% 

0.00029% 

30 

0.00080 

0.00035 

35 

0.00085 

0.00048 

40 

0.00107 

0.00071 

45 

0.00158 

0.00097 

50 

0.00258 

0.00143 

55 

0.00443 

0.00229 

60 

0.00798 

0.00444 

65 

0.01454 

0.00864 

70 

0.02373 

0.01373 

75 

0.03721 

0.02269 

80 

0.06203 

0.03940 

85 

0.09724 

0.06774 

90 

0.15293 

0.11627 

95 

0.23361 

0.18621 

100 

0.31724 

0.27643 

Mercer 
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Post-Retlramant  Benefit  Valuation  Report  -  2006 


Cily  and  Counly  of  San  Francisco 


Section  VII:  Actuarial  Basis  (continued) 
Summary  of  Actuarial  Assumptions  (continued) 


Disabled  mortality       Rates  at  se 

mple  ages  are  shown  below 

. 

Miscellaneous 

Safety 

Age 

Male 

Female 

Male 

Female 

25 

0.00752% 

0.00536% 

0.00050% 

0.00070% 

30 

0.00773 

0.00566 

0.00070 

0.00100 

35 

0.00796 

0.00595 

0.00110 

0.00150 

40 

0.00865 

0.00625 

0.00170 

0.00260 

45 

0.01059 

0.00757 

0.00280 

0.00380 

50 

0.01459 

0.01004 

0.00400 

0.00540 

55 

0.02115 

0.01337 

0.00590 

0.00890 

60 

002870 

0.01713 

0.00980 

0.01450 

65 

0.03617 

0.02157 

0.01630 

0.02400 

70 

0.04673 

0.02709 

0.02610 

0.03610 

75 

0.06552 

0.03687 

0.03890 

0.05310 

80 

0.09481 

0.05517 

0.05770 

0.08090 

85 

0.14041 

0.08560 

0.08620 

0.11070 

90 

0.20793 

0.13494 

0.11790 

0.16000 

95 

0.30792 

0.21273 

0.17520 

0.25150 

100 

0.45599 

0.33538 

0.27510 

0.39500 

Withdrawal         Rates  at  sample  ages  are  shown  below: 

Service 

Fire 

Police 

Craft 

Muni 

Safety 

0 

0.0400%              0.0100% 

0.0700% 

0.1000% 

0.1072% 

1 

0.0150 

0.0400 

0.0300 

0.0250 

0.0841 

2 

0.0100 

0.0200 

0.0300 

0.0250 

0.0609 

3 

0.0100 

0.0200 

0.0300 

0.0250 

0.0470 

4 

0.0100 

0.0200 

0.0300 

0.0250 

0.0445 

5 

0.0100 

0.0100 

0.0300 

0.0400 

0.0421 

10 

0.0100 

0.0100 

0.0200 

0.0250 

0.0300 

15 

0.0050 

0.0100 

0.0100 

0.0250 

0.0178 

20 

0.0005 

0.0050 

0.0100 

0.0250 

0.0096 

25 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0.0053 

30 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0.0036 

Morcor 

g  \retife*sfcAc\2007Wuatjon\mport\gasb  sfee  report  doc 


20 


Post-Rotlrement  Benefit  Valuation  Report  -  2006 


City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


Section  VII:  Actuarial  Basis  (continued) 
Summary  of  Actuarial  Assumptions  (continued) 


Withdrawal  (continued) 


Rates  of  termination  for  Miscellaneous  employees  vary  by  age  and  service.  Rates 
at  sample  ages  are  shown  below: 


Age 


Less  than  1  Year  of  Service 
Male  Female 


25 

0.1500% 

0.1500% 

30 

0.1500 

0.1250 

35 

0.1000 

0.1250 

40 

0.1000 

0.1000 

45 

0.1000 

0.1000 

50 

0.1000 

0.1500 

55 

0.1000 

0.1500 

60 

0.2000 

0.0750 

65 

0.2000 

0.0750 

Withdrawal  (continued) 


Rates  of  termination  for  Miscellaneous  employees  vary  by  age  and  service.  Rates 
at  sample  ages  are  shown  below: 


3  Years'  Service 

Age 

Male 

Female 

25 

0.1000% 

0.0750% 

30 

0.0700 

0.0750 

35 

0.0700 

0.0750 

40 

0.0500 

0.0500 

45 

0.0500 

0.0250 

50 

0.0500 

0.0250 

55 

0.0250 

0.0250 

60 

0.0250 

0.0250 

65 

0.0250 

0.0250 

Age 


S  or  More  Years'  Service 
Male  Female 


25 

0.0650% 

0.0500% 

30 

0.0650 

0.0500 

35 

0.0250 

0.0300 

40 

0.0250 

0.0300 

45 

0.0250 

0.0250 

50 

0.0250 

0.0250 

55 

0.0250 

0.0250 

60 

0.0250 

0.0250 

65 

0.0250 

0.0250 

Mercer 
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Post-Retirement  Benefit  Valuation  Report  -  2006 


City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


Section  VII:  Actuarial  Basis  (continued) 
Summary  of  Actuarial  Assumptions  (continued) 


Disability         Rates  at  sample  ages  are  shown  below: 
incidence 

Miscellaneous 

Age 

Fire 

Police 

Craft 

Muni 

Male 

Female 

25 

0.0003% 

0.0002% 

0.0000% 

0.0000% 

0.0000% 

0.0000% 

30 

0.0006 

0.0005 

0.0001 

0.0001 

0.0001 

0.0002 

35 

0.0015 

0.0009 

0.0006 

0.0006 

0.0012 

0.0015 

40 

0.0070 

0.0012 

0.0012 

0.0011 

0.0023 

0.0025 

45 

0.0050 

0.0010 

0.0024 

0.0017 

0.0032 

0.0060 

50 

0.0100 

0.0160 

0.0060 

0.0080 

0.0037 

0.0060 

55 

0.0500 

0.0300 

0.0200 

0.0180 

0.0055 

0.0100 

60 

0.1300 

0.0008 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0.0000 

65 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0.0000 

70 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0.0000 

75 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0.0000 

80 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0.0000 

Retirement      Sample  rates  are  as  follows: 

Miscellaneous 

Age 

Fire 

Police 

Craft 

Muni 

Male 

Female 

50 

0.0200% 

0.0300% 

0.0300% 

0.0700% 

0.0200% 

0.0300% 

51 

0.0200 

0.0300 

0.0200 

0.0250 

0.0200 

0.0200 

52 

0.0200 

0.0300 

0.0200 

0.0250 

0.0200 

0.0200 

53 

0.0200 

0.0300 

0.0300 

0.0250 

0.0200 

0.0200 

54 

0.0200 

0.0300 

0.0300 

0.0250 

0.0450 

0.0300 

55 

0.1000 

0.1000 

0.0400 

0.0600 

0.0450 

0.0300 

56 

0.1000 

0.1000 

0.0400 

0.0250 

0.0450 

0.0500 

57 

0.2000 

0.1200 

0.0400 

0.0250 

0.0450 

0.0600 

58 

02000 

0.1200 

0.0550 

0.1500 

0.0450 

0.0600 

59 

0.2000 

0.1200 

0.0550 

0.2000 

0.1000 

0.0600 

60 

0.2000 

0.3500 

0.1500 

0.2500 

0.1200 

0.1600 

61 

0.4000 

0.2500 

0.1800 

0.1500 

0.1400 

0.1600 

62 

0.3500 

0.2500 

0.3000 

0.4000 

0.2800 

0.2000 

63 

0.3000 

0.2500 

0.1800 

0.1250 

0.2000 

0.1800 

64 

0.3000 

0.2500 

0.1800 

0.2000 

0.2000 

0.2000 

65 

1 .0000 

1.0000 

0.1500 

0.2500 

0.1500 

0.1500 
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Post-Retirement  Benefit  Valuation  Report  -  2006 


City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


Section  VII:  Actuarial  Basis  (continued) 
Summary  of  Actuarial  Assumptions  (continued) 


Spouse/partner  coverage 

■  Percentage  married 
and  assumed  to  elect 
spouse  or  partner 
coverage  at  retirement. 
Actual  Spouse  data  is 
used  for  current 
retirees. 

■  Age  difference  of 
spouses 


Males. 


Females . 


.  50% 
.  20% 


Males  are  assumed  to  be  3  years  older  than  females. 


Eligible  dependents 


Spouses,  children,  and/or  domestic  partners  are  eligible  for  the  plan.  Upon 
death  of  a  covered  retiree,  coverage  can  be  continued  for  the  spouse  or 
domestic  partner. 


Plan  participation 

94  %  of  future  retirees  are  assumed  to  elect  a 
the  following  frequencies: 

medical  pla 

in  at  retirement  with 

Plan 

<65 

£65 

City  Health  Plan 

10% 

10% 

Blue  Shield 

40 

40 

PacifiCare 

10 

10 

Kaiser 

40 

40 

Administrative  expenses 

Administrative  expense  is  included 

in  the  claims  cost. 

Stop  Loss 

N/A 

Medicare  Eligibility 


Federal  Part  D  subsidy 


For  those  currently  under  age  65,  95%  are  assumed  to  become  eligible  for 
Medicare  upon  attainment  of  age  65.  Actual  data  is  used  for  those  currently 
over  age  65. 

Federal  subsidy  of  qualified  Part  D  Plans  (PDPs)  is  reflected  in  the  per  capita 
cost  of  these  plans.  This  subsidy  is  shared  between  the  City  and  retirees. 
Anticipated  federal  RDS  subsidy  payments  are  also  shared  with  retirees  in  the 
form  of  reductions  in  contributions.  RDS  subsidy  payments  are  not  reflected  as 
offsets  against  City  costs  or  liabilities  for  purposes  of  the  valuation. 
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Post-Rotlremont  fionnflt  Valuation  Report  -  2006  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

Section  VII:  Actuarial  Basis  (continued) 
Claims  Cost  Development 

Claims  costs  for  the  City  Plan  and  the  HMOs  were  developed  differently.  2005/06  incurred  claims 
experience  of  the  City  plan  was  converted  into  per  capita  claims  costs  and  projected  into  2006/07. 
Actual  HMO  premiums  for  2006/07  were  used  as  the  basis  for  developing  the  HMO  per  capita  claims 
costs,  with  adjustments  for  the  addition  of  Pacificare  and  removal  of  Health  Net.  Only  the  per  capita 
costs  for  medical  and  pharmacy  benefits  are  further  discussed,  as  the  costs  for  vision  benefits  were 
taken  directly  from  the  2006/07  rates  for  the  vision  plan. 

City  Plan  per  capita  claims  costs:  Medical  and  pharmacy  costs  incurred  in  2005/06  and  paid  through 
March  2007  were  included.  In  that  the  payment  period  extended  for  nine  months  beyond  the  payment 
period,  the  claims  were  essentially  complete,  representing  incurred  costs  not  needing  adjustment  for 
claims  incurred  but  not  yet  reported.  These  claims  costs  pertained  to  the  entire  City  Plan,  including 
claims  costs  for  the  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District  and  the  Community  College  District. 

These  claims  costs  were  related  to  counts  of  retirees  and  dependents  to  develop  an  average  per  capita 
incurred  claims  cost  for  an  adult  retiree/dependent.  The  counts  pertained  to  the  entire  City  Plan, 
including  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District  and  the  Community  College  District.  This  process  was 
applied  to  non-Medicare  claims  cost  experience  and  Medicare  claims  cost  experience,  with  the 
retiree/dependent  counts  related  to  their  corresponding  costs. 

The  resulting  per  capita  claims  costs  were  then  age-graded  using  counts  taken  from  the  censuses 
pertaining  to  this  valuation  (i.e.,  retirees  and  dependents  from  the  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District 
and  Community  College  District  were  not  included). 

Last,  the  age-graded  per  capita  claims  costs  for  non-Medicare  and  Medicare  medical  and  pharmacy 
were  projected  into  2006/07  using  a  trend  assumption  of  10%  (except  that  the  trend  assumption  for 
non-Medicare  medical  was  only  9%). 

HMO  per  capita  claims  costs:  For  all  of  the  HMOs  in  place  in  2006/07,  medical  and  pharmacy  costs 
are  aggregated  in  the  premium  rates.  As  such,  they  were  treated  as  a  single  cost.  To  develop  per 
capita  claims  costs  for  non-Medicare  adults,  the  2006/07  premiums  for  active  employee  only,  first 
dependent  of  active  employee,  retiree  without  Medicare,  and  first  dependent  of  retiree  without  Medicare 
were  blended  based  upon  the  counts  taken  from  the  censuses  pertaining  to  this  valuation.  The 
resulting  costs  were  deemed  to  apply  to  active  and  non-Medicare  adults  (i.e.,  employees,  retirees,  and 
dependents).  These  costs  were  age-graded,  again  using  the  censuses  pertaining  to  this  valuation. 

The  process  was  replicated  for  the  Medicare  adult,  except  only  retirees  with  Medicare  and  the  first 
dependent  of  the  retiree  with  Medicare  were  included. 

The  resulting  per  capita  costs  already  pertained  to  2006/07.  With  the  exception  of  the  Health  Net  costs, 
these  costs  were  used  in  the  valuation.  In  that  Health  Net  replaced  Pacificare  for  2007/08,  and 
because  plan  sponsors  wanted  to  look  ahead  and  reflect  known  changes,  the  effect  of  replacing  Health 
Net  with  Pacificare  was  taken  into  account.  Based  upon  an  examination  of  the  2007/08  rate  tables 
versus  the  2006/07  rate  tables,  non-Medicare  costs  for  Pacificare  were  assumed  to  be  90%  of  the 
corresponding  Health  Net  costs.  Similarly,  Medicare  costs  for  Pacificare  were  assumed  to  be  98%  of 
the  corresponding  Health  Net  costs. 
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Post-Retirement  Benefit  Valuation  Report  -  2006  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

Section  VII:  Actuarial  Basis  (continued) 
Claims  Cost  Development  (continued) 


Based  upon  an  examination  of  the  results  of  the  2007/08  open  enrollment,  taking  into  account  the 
demographics  of  all  the  health  plans,  none  of  the  costs  of  the  other  HMOs  (nor  the  City  Plan)  required 
any  adjustment  owing  to  the  introduction  of  Pacificare. 

Development  of  Healthcare  Cost  Trend  Rates 

The  trend  assumptions  selected  for  this  valuation  comply  with  Mercer's  guidelines  on  retiree  medical 
trend  assumptions  (Actuarial  and  Finance  Steering  Committee  Guideline  Standard  of  Practice  #2A). 

The  trend  assumptions  are  comprised  of  three  elements:  the  initial  trend  rate,  the  ultimate  trend  rate, 
and  the  grade-down  period.  Trend  rates  exclude  the  expected  impact  of  aging  since  this  impact  is 
explicitly  reflected  elsewhere  in  the  valuation. 

The  initial  trend  rate  is  the  expected  increase  in  health  care  costs  into  the  second  year  of  the  valuation 
(i.e.,  the  first  assumed  annual  increase  in  starting  per  capita  rates).  Initial  rates  are  established 
separately  for  pre-Medicare  medical  claims,  Medicare-eligible  medical  claims,  prescription  drug  claims, 
and  administrative  expenses.  These  expected  trend  rates  are  based  on  market  assessments  and 
surveys  and  take  into  account  actual  historical  experience,  expected  unit  cost  information,  changes  in 
utilization,  plan  design  leveraging,  cost  shifting,  and  new  technology.  For  valuation  purposes,  these 
trend  rates  are  blended  together  based  on  a  cost-weighted  average  basis. 

The  assumed  ultimate  trend  rate  and  grade-down  period  are  based  on  macroeconomic  principles. 
These  assumptions  reflect  assumed  long  term  general  information,  nominal  gross  domestic  product 
growth  rates,  and  the  excess  of  national  health  expenditures  over  other  goods  and  services,  and  an 
adjustment  for  an  assumed  impact  of  population  growth. 
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Post-Retirement  Benefit  Valuation  Report  -  2006 


City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


Section  VII:  Actuarial  Basis  (continued) 
Plan  Provisions 

The  following  summary  of  plan  provisions  represents  our  understanding  of  the  substantive  plan; 


Eligibility 


The  plan  provides  benefits  to  individuals  who  terminate  service  with 
the  City  through  service  retirement,  disability  retirement  and  vested 
termination. 


Covered  groups 


Fire,  police,  and  miscellaneous  employees  covered  under  the  SFERS 
and  CalPERS  retirement  plans;  does  not  include  employees  of  the 
San  Francisco  Unified  School  District  and  San  Francisco  Community 
College  District,  whose  costs  are  covered  by  those  two  districts. 


Plans  available 


PPO  -  City  Health  Plan  (Self-insured) 

HMO  -  Kaiser,  PacifiCare  and  Blue  Shield  (Fully-insured) 


Retirement  date 


Age  50  with  5  years  of  service  (service  includes  years  accumulated 
under  a  reciprocity  agreement) 


Service  retirement 


Employees  who  retire  from  active  status  after  attaining  age  50  and 
completing  5  years  of  service  can  immediately  commence  medical 
benefits.  Service  includes  reciprocity  service. 


Vested  termination 


Employees  who  complete  5  years  of  service  at  termination  can 
immediately  commence  medical  benefits  when  they  retire  after 
attaining  age  50. 


Disability  retirement 


Employees  who  become  disabled  due  to  duty-related  disability  and 
retire,  can  immediately  commence  medical  benefits.  Employees  with  5 
years  of  service,  who  become  disabled  due  to  non-duty-related 
disability  and  retire,  can  immediately  commence  medical  benefits. 


Dependent  eligibility 


Spouses  and  children  of  the  retiree  are  eligible  for  the  plan.  Domestic 
partners  of  the  retiree  and  their  children  are  also  eligible  on  the  same 
basis  as  spouses  and  children. 


Survivor  eligibility 


Upon  the  death  of  a  covered  retiree,  coverage  can  continue  for  life  to  a 
spouse  or  domestic  partner. 
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Post-Retirement  Benefit  Valuation  Report  -  2006 


City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


Section  VII:  Actuarial  Basis  (continued) 
Plan  Provisions 


Member  contributions 


The  difference  between  the  "total  cost  of  coverage"  and  the  "10-county 
survey  amount"  is  the  employee's  required  contribution  under  the 
Charter. 

The  "total  cost  of  coverage"  is  equal  to  the  City  plan  rate  for  retiree 
coverage  or  the  HMO  premium,  as  appropriate.  However,  with 
respect  to  non-Medicare  coverage,  the  "total  cost  of  coverage"  for  the 
retiree  only  is  deemed  to  be  the  cost  of  coverage  for  an  active 
employee.  That  is,  the  employer  defrays  any  cost  increment  between 
the  cost  of  the  non-Medicare  eligible  retiree  and  the  active  employee. 

The  "10-county  survey  amount"  is  a  survey  of  the  ten  most  populous 
counties  in  California  to  determine  the  average  employer  contribution 
made  toward  employee  medical  coverage. 

Non-Medicare  eligible  retirees  are  required  to  contribute  to  their  own 
coverage  50%  of  the  amount  that  an  employee  in  the  same  health 
plan  pays  under  the  Charter,  irrespective  of  any  negotiated  City 
contributions  in  addition  to  the  1 0-county  survey  amount.  Medicare 
eligible  retirees  contribute  to  their  own  coverage  50%  of  the  difference 
between  the  contribution  for  an  active  employee  in  the  same  health 
plan  (under  the  Charter)  and  the  Medicare  Part  B  premium. 

Retirees  contribute  50%  of  the  cost  of  medical  coverage  for  one 
dependent  and  100%  of  the  cost  of  coverage  for  any  additional 
dependents.  For  dependents,  the  employer  does  not  defray  any  cost 
increment  between  the  cost  of  non-Medicare  eligible  dependents  and 
the  corresponding  dependent  of  active  employees. 

For  the  purposes  of  developing  contributions,  the  rates  are  not 
adjusted  to  age-graded  per  capita  costs  as  is  done  in  the  Claims  Cost 
development. 

Surviving  spouses  and  domestic  partners  of  deceased  retirees 
contribute  the  same  amounts  as  retirees. 

For  2006/07,  hypothetical  contributions  pertaining  to  PacifiCare  were 
developed  using  the  adjustments  set  out  in  the  Claims  Cost 
Development. 


Vision  benefits 


All  retirees  covered  under  a  City-sponsored  medical  plan  receive 
vision  benefits.  The  contributions  calculated  as  described  above  take 
into  account  the  cost  of  the  vision  benefits.  Vision  benefits  for  all 
retirees  are  administered  by  Vision  Service  Plan. 


Dental  benefits 


Dental  benefits  are  provided  through  three  plan  choices  —  Delta 
Dental,  Delta  PMI  and  Pacific  Union.  Retirees  pay  the  full  cost  of 
dental  coverage  offered  by  the  City  for  themselves  and  their 
dependents.  Dental  benefits  .have  been  excluded  from  the  actuarial 
valuation. 


Other  post-retirement  welfare 
benefits 


None. 
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Payee  Type 

X(01) 

R  -  Retiree 

Pmt  Stat 

X(01) 

A  -  Active 

S  -  Suspended 

T  —  Terminated 

Plan 

X(04) 

FN12-  Fire  New 
FN  14  -  Fire  New  Prop  H 
FO10- Fire  Old 
F013- Fire  Old  Prop  H 
MN54  -  Misc  New 
M052  -  Misc  Old 
PN82  -  Police  New  (old) 
PN83  -  Police  New 
PN85  -  Police  New  Prop  H 
P081  -  Police  Old 
P084  -  Police  Old  Prop  H 

Ret  Date 

9(08) 

MMDDYYYY 

Effective  Retirement  Date 

Ret  Type 

X(02) 

ID  -  Industrial  Disability 
OD  -  Ordinary  Disability 
SR  -  Service  Retired 
VR  -  Vested  Retired 

Charter 

X(05) 

Applicable  Charter  Section 

Exit  Dt 

9(08) 

MMDDYYYY 

For  Retirees,  date  of  death 

Salary 

9(08)V99 

pension-amt  +  basic  COLA  +  3%  COLA  +  $3  COLA  +  interest  +  permanent 
fund 

Final  Comp  (3/ 

9(08)V99 

Member's  Final  Compensation  used  in  retirement  calculation    4 

Pen  Amt 

9(08)V99 

Member's  initial  pension  amount 

Current  Pen  Amt 

Member's  pension  amount  as  of  June  30,  2008 

Basic  COLA 

^9(08)V99 

Aggregate  total  of  all  Basic  COLAs  paid  since  retirement  as  of  June  30,  2008 

3%  COLA 

9(08)V99 

Aggregate  total  of  all  Supplemental  COLAs  paid  since  retirement  as  of  June 

'., 

30,  2008 

Svc  Credit 

9(02)V999 

Total  credited  service  at  retirement 

Ret  Age 

9(02)V99 

Member's  age  at  retirement 

Ret  Age  Factor 

Age  factor  used  to  calculate  Member's  retirement          a 

QSRDt 

9(08) 

MMDDYYYY 

For  ID  retirees,  the  date  at  which  they  would  have  achieved  at  least  25  years 
of  credited  service  and  age  50  has  Member  not  become  disabled 

» • _=J£ , -= 

H:\Civil  Grand  Jury  2008\Retired  Member  Data  Record  Layout.doc 


Page  1  of  1 


Pay  Rate  History  Data 
KeCord  Layout 


TspSS^  ;■-.':■„■" 

Seq  3 

EffDate 

9(08) 

MMDDYYYY 

Effective  Date  of  next  most  recent  salary  rate  change 
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Job  Code 

See  description  above 
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See  description  above 
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Permanent/Temporary 

See  description  above 
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See  description  above 
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Pay  Rate 
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Cmp  Frq 

See  description  above 
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Union  Code 
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EffDate 


MMDDYYYY 

Effective  Date  of  next  most  recent  salary  rate  change 
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See  description  above 
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Continuity  Report 


What  Has  Happened  to  Recommendations  Made  by  Prior  Juries? 


After  reviewing  Jury  reports  from  the  past  five  years,  the  Continuity  Committee  chose 
several  reports  and  some  of  the  recommendations  made  by  the  previous  Juries  for 
investigation  to  ascertain  progress  or  lack  thereof.    The  chosen  reports  were: 


Report 

Jury  Year 

Page 

San  Francisco  Kindergarten  Admissions:  Back  to  the 
Drawing  Board 

2007-2008 

1 

Risk  Management:  Are  the  Managers  Managing  the  Risk 
of  the  City? 

2006-2007 

5 

The  Information  Technology  Highway 

2005-2006 

7 

Office  of  the  Assessor:  The  4  Year  Backlog 

2005-2006 

8 

On-Time  Performance  &  Service  Goals  Remain  a  Fiction: 
Muni's  Management  and  Worker  Problem 

2003-2004 

9 

A  Year  of  Five  Elections  for  the  City/County  of  San 
Francisco 

2002-2003 

11 

Appendix  1:  SFUSD  Response  To  2007-2008  Civil  Grand 
Jury  Report 

13 

The  Purpose  of  the  Civil  Grand  Jury 

The  Civil  Grand  Jury  is  a  government  watchdog  made  up  of  volunteers  who  serve  for 
one  year.  The  Civil  Grand  Jury  reports  with  findings  and  recommendations  resulting 
from  its  investigations.  The  investigated  agencies,  departments  or  officials  are 
required  by  the  California  Penal  Code  to  respond  publicly  within  at  most  90  days. 

The  nineteen  members  of  the  Civil  Grand  Jury  are  selected  at  random  from  a  pool  of 
thirty  prospective  jurors.  San  Francisco  residents  are  invited  to  apply. 

More  information  can  be  found  at: 

http://www.sfqov.org/site/courts  paqe.asp?id=3680,  or  by  contacting  the  Civil  Grand 

Jury  at  400  McAllister  Street,  Room  008,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


State- Law  Requirement 

Pursuant  to  state  law,  reports  of  the  Civil  Grand  Jury  do  not  identify  the  names  or 
provide  identifying  information  about  individuals  who  spoke  to  the  Civil  Grand  Jury. 

Departments  and  agencies  identified  in  the  report  must  respond  to  the  Presiding 
Judge  of  the  Superior  Court  within  the  number  of  days  specified,  with  a  copy  sent  to 
the  Board  of  Supervisors.  For  each  finding  of  the  Civil  Grand  Jury,  the  response  must 
either  (1)  agree  with  the  finding,  (2)  disagree  with  it,  wholly  or  partially,  and  explain 
why.  Further,  as  to  each  recommendation  made  by  the  Civil  Grand  Jury,  the 
responding  party  must  report  either  that  (1 )  the  recommendation  has  been 
implemented,  with  a  summary  explanation  of  how  it  was  implemented;  (2)  the 
recommendation  has  not  been  implemented,  but  will  be  implemented  in  the  future, 
with  a  time  frame  for  the  implementation;  (3)  the  recommendation  requires  further 
analysis,  with  an  explanation  of  the  scope  of  that  analysis  and  a  time  frame  for  the 
officer  or  agency  head  to  be  prepared  to  discuss  it  (less  than  six  months  from  the 
release  of  the  report);  or  (4)  that  recommendation  will  not  be  implemented  because  it 
is  not  warranted  or  reasonable,  with  an  explanation  of  why  that  is.  (California  Penal 
Code,  sections  933,  933.05). 


Kindergarten  Report 
Summary 

The  2007-2008  San  Francisco  Civil  Grand  Jury  (the  Jury)  examined  the  San  Francisco 
Unified  School  District's  (SFUSD)  system  for  assignment  of  students  to  kindergarten. 
The  examination  resulted  in  a  report  entitled,  "San  Francisco  Kindergarten  Admissions: 
Back  to  the  Drawing  Board."  In  the  Report,  the  Jury  made  Findings  and 
Recommendations  regarding  the  need  to  overhaul  the  SFUSD's  kindergarten 
assignment  system. 

In  the  SFUSD's  response  to  the  Jury's  report,  SFUSD  acknowledged  that  the  report 
"raises  many  important  issues  and  concerns  regarding  the  [SFUSD's]  student 
assignment  system."  Nevertheless,  the  SFUSD  chose  to  avoid  responding  to  the 
substance  of  crucial  Findings  and  Recommendations  made  by  the  Jury  by  instead 
taking  issue  with  the  wording  chosen  by  the  Jury.  This  approach  demonstrates  a  lack  of 
respect  for  the  process,  a  failure  to  appreciate  the  importance  of  the  role  of  the  Jury  and 
a  disdain  by  SFUSD  for  changing  its  unworkable  and  non-working  programs  in  favor  of 
promoting  its  own  bureaucracy. 

Facts 

The  following  is  a  representative  sample  of  the  SFUSD's  responses  to  findings  and 
recommendations  made  by  the  2007-2008  Jury  in  its  June  26,  2008  report: 

Example  No.  1: 

The  Jury  found  that  the  "school  choice  process  .  .  .  [was]  unnecessarily  complex 
and  confusing  .  .  .  [and  fails]  to  deliver  a  diversified  school  population."  The  Jury 
pointed  out  that  the  Enrollment  Guide  was  91  pages  long.  The  Jury  further 
reported  that  the  application  had  to  be  presented  in  person  and  that  the  wait  was 
very  often  three  hours. 

In  response,  the  SFUSD  argued  that  the  report  provides  no  "factual  support"  for  the 
Jury's  finding.  The  SFUSD  does  not  deny  that  it  issued  a  91 -page  enrollment  guide.  The 
SFUSD  argues  that  the  assignment  system  is  "designed  to  meet  complex  goals  and 
challenges  such  as  ...  diversity...."  The  SFUSD  does  not  explain  why  this  purpose 
requires  the  school  choice  process  to  be  so  complex  for  the  parents  and  guardians  who 
must  try  to  use  it. 

Example  No.  2: 

The  Jury  found  that  the  "school  choice  process"  did  not  deliver  "a  diversified 

school  population." 
The  SFUSD  responded  that  the  Jury  had  not  defined  the  word  "diverse."  The  SFUSD 
had  used  the  very  same  term  in  the  preceding  sentence  without  defining  it.  See, 
Example.  1.  The  SFUSD  went  on  to  discuss  its  own  Diversity  Index  without  clearly 
defining  its  substitute  term. 


Example  No.  3: 

The  Jury  found  that  a  simple  lottery  would  "result  in  only  a  slight  difference  in  the 

racial  mix  of  the  classroom." 
The  SFUSD  responded  that  the  report  used  by  the  Jury  as  the  basis  for  this  finding 
referred  to  the  mix  in  the  school,  not  the  classroom. 

Example  No.  4: 

The  Jury  recommended  that  the  Diversity  Index  be  eliminated  immediately  and 

replaced  by  a  lottery. 
The  SFUSD  responded  that  the  recommendation  would  not  be  implemented  because 
the  Jury's  discussion  and  analysis  of  the  goals  of  a  student  assignment  system  were  not 
sufficiently  comprehensive. 

Example  No.  5: 

The  Jury  recommended  removal  of  the  race/ethnicity  questions  from  the 
Enrollment  Application  in  part  because  the  appearance  of  such  questions  on  the 
form  leads  families  to  conclude  that  race/ethnicity  are  Diversity  Index  factors. 
The  SFUSD  responded  in  large  part  that  the  Jury  did  not  prove  families  believed  the 
questions  on  the  enrollment  form  were  used  for  assignment.  The  SFUSD  did  not 
discuss  why  it  concluded  families  should  believe  their  assertion  that  the  question  that 
appeared  on  the  enrollment  form  was  not  used  for  enrollment. 

Example  No.  6: 

The  Jury  recommended  that  since  busing  has  neither  improved  the  schools  nor 

improved  diversity,  busing  should  be  reduced. 
The  SFUSD  responded  with  statistics  tending  to  show  schools  have  improved; 
nevertheless,  the  SFUSD  completely  failed  to  address  whether  any  of  its  statistics  have 
any  relevance  to  the  issue  of  busing.  For  example,  the  SFUSD  did  not  address  that 
students  bused  in  an  attempt  to  improve  diversity  do  not,  as  a  group,  improve  their  test 
scores. 


Example  No.  7: 

The  Jury  recommended  that  a  system  emphasizing  neighborhood  schools  be 

implemented. 
The  SFUSD  responded  that  the  Jury  had  not  done  a  complete  plan  of  such  a  system 
and  therefore  it  could  not  accept  the  recommendation. 

Example  No.  8: 

The  Jury  recommended  "the  City  should  devise  a  plan  for  reducing  the  number  of 

underutilized  properties 
The  SFUSD  responded  that  "the  City  .  . .  does  not  have  jurisdiction  . .  ."  The  SFUSD  did 
not  address  the  substance  of  the  recommendation  other  than  to  note  that  it  passed  two 
resolutions:  one  to  consider  whether  schools  should  be  consolidated,  the  other  to 
consider  the  fate  of  1 0  of  its  1 54  properties. 

In  addition  to  reviewing  the  SFUSD's  responses  to  the  prior  Jury's  June  26,  2008  report, 
the  2008-2009  Jury  (1 )  interviewed  several  employees  of  SFUSD,  including  top 
administrators  and  several  Commissioners,  (2)  reviewed  the  SFUSD's  responses  to 


previous  Civil  Grand  Jury  reports,  (3)  reviewed  documents  containing  the  comments  of 
the  Controller  and  previous  Juries  regarding  the  extent  of  District's  cooperation  with 
previous  investigations,  and  (4)  interviewed  persons  previously  employed  by  the 
SFUSD.  Among  the  previous  Grand  Jury  investigation-related  documents  reviewed 
were: 

1 .  The  Jury's  1999-2000  report  finding  "[f]uture  administrations  of  SFUSD  would  do 
well  to  follow  the  example  of  the  current  acting  SFUSD  administration  in 
cooperating  fully  with  any  investigations  conducted  by  the  San  Francisco  Civil 
Grand  Jury  pertaining  to  SFUSD;" 

2.  The  SFUSD's  responses  to  the  2005-2006  Report  in  which  it  found  no 
recommendations  would  be  addressed  because  the  SFUSD  "is  not  part  of  the 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  . . .  [and  is]  a  separate  legal  entity,  a  public 
school  district,  that  is  a  subdivision  of  the  State  of  California;"  and 

3.  The  SFUSD's  substantive  responses  to  the  numerous  findings  and 
recommendations  of  the  2002-2003  report  finding  deficiencies  in  the  SFUSD's 
truancy  prevention  program. 

4.  The  District  7  Report,  School  Assignment,  by  Supervisor  Sean  Elsbernd  in  the 
West  Portal  Monthly  of  May  2009. 

Findings 

1 .  The  SFUSD  dismissed  the  2007-2008  Kindergarten  Report  in  nearly  all  aspects.  The 
reason  presented  by  the  SFUSD  most  often  was  its  objection  to  the  Jury's  choice  of 
words  and  its  position  that  the  Jury  did  not  provide  detailed  instructions  to  do  what  the 
Jury  recommended. 

2.  The  SFUSD  did  not  address  whether  its  current  student  assignment  system  delivers 

diversified  schools  or  classrooms  by  any  standard. 

3.  The  SFUSD  did  not  address  whether  a  simple  lottery  system  would  deliver  diversified 

schools  or  classrooms  by  any  standard. 

4.  The  SFUSD's  response  that  its  current  system  is  not  too  complex  is  not  supported  by 
the  facts. 

5.  The  SFUSD's  response  that  it  is  unreasonable  to  assume  that  questions  on  its  school 
enrollment  form  would  be  used  for  school  assignment  is,  itself,  unreasonable. 

6.  The  Jury  report  is  not  the  only  voice  calling  the  current  assignment  system  "complex, 
confusing  and  time-consuming...,"  as  well  as  failing  "to  provide  parental  choice"  or 
"promote  diversity."    Supervisor  Elsbernd  has  described  it  thus  and  called  for  greater 
transparency  and  clearer  communication  from  SFUSD. 

7.  The  SFUSD  's  responses  to  the  Jury's  2007-2008  report  are  part  of  a  broader  pattern. 

Specifically,  the  SFUSD  recognizes  that  it  has  expertise  in  numerous  critical  subjects 
required  for  the  proper  administration  of  public  education;  some  administrators  of  the 
SFUSD  translate  this  awareness  of  its  own  expertise  to  a  disregard  for  the  Grand  Jury, 
the  City  and  the  people  of  San  Francisco.  In  sum,  the  SFUSD  at  times  operates  on  the 
presumption  that  it  alone  may  set  and  achieve  the  goals  for  the  community  regarding 
numerous  critical  issues  including,  but  not  limited  to,  how  to  define  and  achieve 
diversity,  whether  busing  is  appropriate  and  even  whether  its  plans  for  emergency 
preparedness  are  adequate  or  need  be  coordinated  with  the  plans  of  the  City. 


Recommendations 

1 .  The  SFUSD  should  recognize  that  answers  such  as  those  provided  in  its  responses  to 

the  Jury's  2007-2008  report  tend  to  belittle  the  seriousness  of  the  issues  addressed  in 
the  Jury's  report. 

2.  The  SFUSD  should  recognize  that  its  responses  fail  to  address  adequately  the 

"important  issues  and  concerns"  identified  by  the  Jury  in  its  report. 

3.  The  current  administration  of  the  SFUSD  should  review  the  history  of  relations  between 

the  Jury  and  the  SFUSD  from  1999  to  the  present  with  an  eye  toward  being  less 
dismissive  of  the  Jury.  Even  where  the  Jury  presents  politically  uncomfortable  issues  or 
unworkable  solutions,  the  problems  identified  by  the  Jury  deserve  thoughtful  and 
thorough  responses.  In  sum,  the  SFUSD  has  an  obligation  to  offer  adequate  solutions 
to  problems  in  the  SFUSD  that  the  community  perceives  as  in  need  of  solution. 


Finding 
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Managing  the  Risk  of  the  City 

The  2006-2007  Civil  Grand  Jury  report  found  that  the  City  needed  a  risk  management 
manager  who  had  the  necessary  authority  necessary  to  implement  a  risk  management 
program  citywide.  An  experienced  risk  manager  has  been  appointed.  However,  the 
extent  to  which  the  Director  works  with  the  various  departments  depends  on  work 
orders  from  those  departments.  Therefore,  the  effectiveness  of  the  risk  management 
program  depends  upon  the  enthusiasm  the  various  department  heads  have  for 
managing  risk  and  budgeting  for  work  orders. 

The  2006-2007  Jury  further  recommended  that  cooperation  between  the  City  Attorney 
and  the  Office  of  Risk  Management  be  improved.  The  Risk  Management  Director^ 
reports  that  the  relationship  with  the  City  Attorney  has  been  improved  with  multiple 
meetings  and  discussions  between  the  parties.  In  this  process,  the  Risk  Management 
Director  has  determined  that  the  City  Attorney's  database  has  insufficient  information  for 
analyzing  losses  because  it  was  not  designed  for  that  purpose. 

The  2006-2007  Jury  recommended  that  commercial  insurance  should  be  considered  to 
replace  self-insurance  to  cover  the  risks  of  City  departments.  The  issue  of  self  versus 
commercial  insurance  is  still  under  evaluation  and  the  Director  of  Risk  Management  has 
found  a  commercial  policy  appropriate  for  the  museums  and  created  a  pool  of  money 
for  the  purpose  of  purchasing  insurance.  Payments  into  the  fund  are  pro-rated  for 
departments  according  to  their  claims  experience  so  that  they  pay  according  to  losses 
they  have  sustained. 

The  Director  has  been  asked  by  the  Municipal  Transportation  Agency  (MTA)  to  look  for 
a  catastrophic  liability  insurance  policy.  Despite  the  lacks  in  the  City  Attorney's  database 
described  above,  Risk  Management,  the  City  Attorney  and  MTA  have  managed  to 
gather  enough  information  to  get  bids  from  two  companies  for  commercial  insurance. 
The  Director  of  Risk  Management  has  presented  this  information  to  MTA. 

Risk  Management  is  working  with  individual  departments  to  evaluate  their  risks  by 
performing  a  formal  risk  analysis.  This  is  a  first  step  toward  the  goal  of  an  Enterprise 
Risk  Management  Program.  Such  a  program  would  be  able  to  explore  the  risk 
exposures  of  the  individual  departments  separately  and  citywide  and  to  assist  in  the 
choices  of  insurance. 

Findings 

1 .  The  Continuity  Committee  found  that  the  recommendations  of  the  2006-2007 
Jury  regarding  Risk  Management  have  either  been  met  or  are  in  the  process  of 
being  met. 

2.  There  is  no  database  currently  used  by  the  City  that  can  produce  the  loss-runs 
necessary  to  manage  the  City's  risk. 


Recommendations 

1 .  Since  no  adequate  database  exists  for  doing  loss  runs,  the  Director  should  work 
with  the  Chief  Information  Officer  to  implement  a  solution  to  the  loss-run  problem, 
either  by  adapting  a  current  database  or  by  purchasing  new  software. 

2.  The  Jury  recommends  a  subsequent  Jury  follow-up  on  the  Enterprise  Risk 
Management  Program  to  ensure  that  the  expectation  of  citywide  participation  is 
realized. 


Finding 

1 

2 

Response 

Mayor 

^x 

Director  of  Risk 
Management 

X 

X 

Recommendation 

1 

2 

Response 

Director  of  Risk 
Management 

X 

X 

Information  Technology 


The  2005-2006  Grand  Jury  roundly  criticized  the  City's  IT  (Information  Technology) 
practices  and  made  a  number  of  wide-ranging  recommendations  for  improvement.  The 
key  among  these  was  the  appointment  of  a  CIO  (Chief  Information  Officer). 

The  Jury  noted  Mayor  Newsom's  Executive  Directive  07-09  giving  the  CIO  authority  and 
responsibility  to  oversee  the  implementation  of  COIT  (Committee  on  Information 
Technology)  policy  for  all  city  departments. 

Findings 

1 .  The  Jury  finds  that  great  strides  have  been  made  in  unifying  IT  services  for  the 
entire  City. 

2.  The  Jury  commends  the  CIO  for  the  cooperative  attitude  he  has  fostered  among 
departments  that  have  a  long  history  of  IT  independence.  However,  problems 
with  these  departments  continue  with  regard  to  duplicative  and/or  incompatible 
purchases. 

Recommendations 

1 .  The  Mayor  should  follow  up  on  his  prior  response  and  implement  changes  to 
further  strengthen  the  ClO's  role  in  overseeing  departments'  IT  operations, 
specifically  in  regard  to  centralized  purchasing  of  IT  equipment,  services  and 
contractors. 

2.  The  CIO  should  work  with  the  Director  of  Risk  Management  to  create  a  database 
that  can  be  used  to  analyze  the  City's  risk  exposure. 
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Assessor/Recorder 

The  Continuity  Committee  reviewed  the  report  by  the  2005-2006  Jury  on  the 
Assessor/Recorder.  The  Committee  looked  only  at  the  statement  in  that  there  was  a 
four  year  backlog  in  assessing  new  properties  and  properties  that  had  changed 
ownership. 

The  Office  of  the  Assessor/Recorder  has  been  affected  by  the  economic  downturn  with 
a  large  number  of  requests  for  informal  review  of  current  assessments.  Informal  review 
is  a  negotiation  between  the  City  and  the  property  owner  that  occurs  before  a  formal 
hearing  at  the  Assessment  Appeals  Board.  It  requires  less  time  as  a  method  of 
reaching  agreement.  There  is  a  statutory  requirement  that  reassessment  be  completed 
within  twelve  months  of  the  filing  date.  As  a  consequence  all  resources  were  diverted  to 
deal  with  the  1600  requests  that  were  filed  affecting  the  ability  to  reduce  the  backlog. 

Prior  to  the  economic  downturn,  the  backlog  had  been  reduced  to  two  years  and  has 
remained  at  about  two  years.  By  the  end  of  the  next  fiscal  year  (2009-2010)  the  Office 
of  the  Assessor/Recorder  expects  to  reduce  the  backlog  to  a  few  months  with  a  few 
assessments,  such  as  those  for  large  commercial  properties,  requiring  as  long  as 
twelve  months. 

The  current  number  of  employees  in  the  Assessor/Recorder's  Office  is  1 1 8.  Due  to  the  2009- 
2010  budget  deficit  the  Mayor  has  asked  all  departments  for  a  25  percent  cut,  which  would 
further  reduce  the  staff  available  to  address  the  backlog.  Since  nearly  the  entire  budget  of  the 
Assessor  is  personnel  this  would  translate  into  a  significant  reduction  in  staff.  Twenty-five 
percent  of  1 18  is  almost  30  staff  members.  The  compensation  cost  of  each  employee  is  a  very 
small  portion  of  the  revenue  produced  by  that  employee's  work.  To  reduce  staff  would  mean  a 
reduction  in  revenue  to  the  City  greater  than  the  savings  achieved. 

Finding 

1 .    At  a  time  when  the  City  is  looking  for  revenue,  the  Jury  finds  it  counter 
productive  to  reduce  the  ability  to  assess  and  collect  property  taxes. 

Recommendation 


1 .  The  Assessor's  Office  should  be  exempt  from  staff  reductions. 
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Muni  Management  and  Workers 

The  Continuity  Committee  of  the  Jury  reviewed  the  2003-2004  report  on  the  Municipal 
Railway  (MUNI).  Since  that  report  MUNI  has  been  subsumed  into  the  Municipal 
Transportation  Agency  (MTA).  The  Jury  chose  to  examine  two  topics  --  the 
communications  stream  between  management  staff  and  rank  and  file  employees  and  the 
status  of  the  management  of  the  light  duty  programs  and.  Employees  who  had  been 
injured  by  assault  or  otherwise  injured  on  the  job  such  that  they  were  unable  to  perform  full 
duty  but  could  still  work  are  assigned  to  light  duty. 

Light  Duty  Programs 

The  2003-2004  Jury  found  lapses  in  supervisory  management  of  employees  assigned  light 
duty.  Since  that  report  was  issued,  significant  improvements  have  been  made  in  the 
administering  of  these  programs.  A  better  tracking  system  has  been  implemented  with 
significant  reduction  of  valid  employee  participants  as  well  as  their  time  spent  in  this 
category. 

The  Jury  commends  the  agency  for  its  efforts  and  excellent  results  in  reducing  the  number 
of  participants  from  100  or  more  to  an  average  of  35  people.  The  monitoring  system 
seems  reasonable  as  well  as  effective  and  efficient. 

Employee  Communications 

In  reviewing  the  communication  stream  between  management  and  employees,  the  Jury 
found  that  there  are  excellent  top-down  instruments,  such  as  accident  reports,  bulletins, 
notices  and  newsletters.  A  2008-2012  Strategic  Plan,  which  includes  mission  and  vision 
statements  as  well  as  goals,  has  been  developed  with  agency-wide  involvement  and  input. 
These  are  worthy  products.  However,  the  Jury  was  more  concerned  about  the  bottom-to- 
top  communications.  The  Jury  was  interested  in  how  problems  were  handled  on  a  daily 
basis  beyond  the  union-supported  grievance  procedures.  The  Jury  found  that  in  an  effort 
to  create  an  atmosphere  of  teamwork  and  cooperation  MTA/MUNI  management  has  begun 
to  develop  a  series  of  frequent  and  informal  communiques  and  meetings  with  all  employees 
and  top  management.  However,  there  is  no  on-going,  daily  system  for  staff  to 
communicate  upward  past  the  immediate  supervisor.  For  example,  no  system  for  a  driver 
to  make  an  incident  report  directly  to  the  Director  of  Safety  yet  exists,  although  the  Director 
says  that  is  what  he  would  like.  There  is  no  suggestion  box,  nor  staff  to  read  the 
suggestions  should  a  box  be  installed. 


Findings 

1 .  Problems  with  the  supervision  of  employees  on  light  or  battery  duty  have  been 
solved. 

2.  Although  advances  have  been  made,  there  still  is  no  system  for  an  employee  to 
communicate  with  anyone  other  than  his/her  immediate  supervisor. 

Recommendation 

1 .   Develop  a  formal  system  or  systems  for  employees  to  safely  tell  management 
about  problems  and  make  suggestions  for  improvement. 
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Department  of  Elections 

The  Continuity  Committee  of  the  Civil  Grand  Jury  (the  Jury)  chose  to  address  the 
status  of  three  election  issues  from  the  recommendations  of  the  2002-2003  and 
2007-2008  Juries  -  facilities,  training  of  poll  workers,  and  permanent 
managerial/operational  employees  versus  temporary  ones. 

Facilities 

The  Jury  found  that  consolidation  of  all  functions  and  tasks  of  any  one 
organization  into  a  single  location  would  seem  to  be  a  logical  one.  However,  the 
Department  of  Elections  (DOE)  has  a  dual  function.  It  is  required  by  the  San 
Francisco  Charter  Section  13.104  to  conduct  day-to-day  operations  such  as 
records  maintenance,  voter  registration,  planning  for  future  elections  and 
improving  the  election  process  by  evaluating  new  methods  and  machines. 
Secondly,  the  DOE  must  also  provide  a  storage  facility  for  existing  equipment  and 
required  materials  from  past  elections,  e.g.x ballots,  as  well  as  space  for  seasonal 
operations  such  as  ballot  receipt,  counting  and  verification. 

Based  on  figures  provided  by  the  DOE,  a  cost  savings  for  a  single  facility  would  be 
relatively  minimal.  The  Elections  Commission,  the  DOE  and  the  Jury  all  found  it 
to  be  essential  for  effective  administrative  functions  that  the  daily  operations  of  the 
DOE  should  remain  in  City  Hall  and  adequate  space  should  be  provided.  Those 
functions  requiring  storage,  maintenance  and  assemblage  of  election  materials 
should  be  centralized,  as  is  now  the  case  at  Pier  48.  It  should  be  noted  that  the 
site  at  Pier  48  might  no  longer  be  available  after  2013  when  the  current  lease 
expires. 

Training  of  Poll  Workers 

The  DOE  has  made  a  determined  effort  to  improve  and  update  the  training 
process  of  its  workers.  Enhanced  workbooks,  improved  guidance  and  continuous 
monitoring  and  evaluation  of  procedures  have  addressed  the  concerns  of  previous 
Juries.  The  current  Jury  found  that  these  efforts  should  continue  and  more 
improvements  be  made.  Training  on  who  should  use  the  touch  screen  machines 
was  inconsistent.  The  touch  screen  machines  do  not  produce  a  paper  ballot. 
They  require  an  Elections  staff  person  to  transcribe  the  vote  to  a  paper  ballot  that 
is  then  scanned  as  all  the  other  ballots  are.  For  this  reason  those  who  do  not  need 
the  accommodation  should  not  be  encouraged  to  use  the  touch  screen  machines. 

Employee  Status 

Any  well  functioning  group  is  dependent  upon  the  wisdom  of  the  past;  institutional 
memory  is  fundamental.  Temporary  managers  are  still  filling  key  administrative 
functions.  Although  it  has  been  recommended  by  past  Juries  that  these  positions 
be  converted  to  permanent  status,  this  objective  has  not  been  met. 
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The  Director  of  Elections  has  had  difficulty  getting  approval  for  appropriate 
permanent  positions  that  recognize  the  special  experience  and  training  necessary 
for  staff  that  organize  and  run  elections. 

Findings 

1 .  While  the  current  storage  at  Pier  48  is  satisfactory,  the  lease  will  expire  in  201 3 
and  may  not  be  renewed. 

2.  The  Jury  agrees  with  the  Elections  Commission  and  DOE  that  it  is  essential 
that  the  administrative  functions  of  DOE  remain  in  City  Hall. 

3.  Gaps  still  exist  in  poll  worker  training. 

4.  The  touch  screen  voting  machines  now  in  use  require  manual  transcription  of 
the  votes  made  using  them. 

Recommendations 

1 .  The  Mayor  and  relevant  City  Administrators  must  retain  space  in  City  Hall. 

2.  A  search  for  storage  space  should  begin  immediately  to  find  a  permanent  and 
suitable  facility  for  the  Pier  48  operations.  Strong  consideration  could  be  given  to 
excess  properties  owned  by  the  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District  (SFUSD). 
The  high  probability  of  available  receiving  areas,  playground  parking  and  security 
fencing  available  at  school  properties  would  be  important  factors  in  this  decision. 
The  City  could  rent,  buy  or  exchange  property  with  SFUSD.  Other  options  and 
methods  should  also  be  investigated  in  conjunction  with  the  San  Francisco 
Department  of  Real  Estate. 

3.  The  touch-screen  voting  machines  should  be  replaced  as  soon  as  possible 
with  ones  that  do  not  require  transcription. 

4.  The  status  quo  of  the  current  staffing  should  be  maintained  at  least  until  the 
City  sufficiently  recognizes  and  actively  supports  the  complex  mission  of 
the  DOE  through  the  creation  of  appropriate  permanent  positions. 


Finding 
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Appendix  1 


SFUSD  Response  To  2007-2008  Civil  Grand  Jury  Report 
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BACKGROUND:  On  June  26,  2008,  the  Civil  Grand  Jury  submitted  a  report  to  SFUSD 
regarding  their  findings  and  recommendations  about  the  SFUSD  student  assignment  system. 
Below  is  the  district 's  response,  which  was  submitted  to  the  Grand  Jury  on  August  25,  2008. 

SFUSD  RESPONSE  TO  2007-2008  CIVIL  GRAND  JURY  REPORT: 
"SAN  FRANCISCO  KINDERGARTEN  ADMISSIONS:  BACK  TO  THE 

DRAWING  BOARD" 

For  each  Finding  of  the  Civil  Grand  Jury,  the  response  must  either:  (1)  agree  with  the 
finding,  or  (2)  disagree  with  it,  wholly  or  partially,  and  explain  why.  For  each 
Recommendation  made  by  the  Civil  Grand  Jury,  the  responding  party  must  provide  one 
of  the  four  responses: 

Response  One:  the  recommendation  has  been  implemented,  with  a  summary  explanation 

of  how  it  was  implemented; 

Response  Two:  the  recommendation  has  not  been  implemented,  but  will  be  implemented 

in  the  future,  with  a  time  frame  for  the  implementation; 

Response  Three:  the  recommendation  requires  further  analysis,  with  an  explanation  of 

the  scope  of  that  analysis  and  a  time  frame  for  the  officer  or  agency  head  to  be  prepared 

to  discuss  it  (less  than  six  months  from  the  release  of  the  report);  or 

Response  Four:  the  recommendation  will  not  be  implemented  because  it  is  not  warranted 

or  reasonable,  with  an  explanation  of  why  that  is. 

OVERVIEW 

The  civil  grand  jury  report  raises  many  important  issues  and  concerns  regarding  the  San 
Francisco  Unified  School  District's  student  assignment  system.  The  Board  of  Education 
and  District  administration  share  the  civil  grand  jury's  interest  in  the  development  of  a 
student  assignment  system  that  is  easy  for  our  families  to  understand  and  navigate  and 
that  promotes  community  building  within  neighborhoods.  However,  in  addition  to  these 
goals,  the  Board  and  District  are  also  interested  in  developing  a  system  that  values  family 
choice,  diversity,  equity  of  access,  predictability,  and  cross  grade  level  articulation. 

The  civil  grand  jury  report  takes  a  good  first  look  at  some  of  the  challenges  and  areas  of 
improvement  needed  for  the  student  assignment  system.  However,  the  report  does  not 
consider  all  of  the  District's  above  stated  goals  for  its  student  assignment  system,  and 
does  not  provide  a  discussion  or  analysis  of  the  legal  considerations  or  operational 
challenges  inherent  in  making  such  a  change.  While  the  report  articulates  an  interest  in  a 
transparent  system  that  "strengthens  the  role"  of  neighborhood  schools,  it  does  not 
provide  a  specific  and  comprehensive  description  of  how  this  system  would  operate. 

For  these  reasons,  the  District  is  not  in  a  position  to  adopt  the  recommendations  as 
articulated  in  the  report.  However,  the  recommendations  and  articulated  priorities  in  the 
report  will  be  considered  and  incorporated  into  the  Board  of  Education,  District  staff  and 
community  conversations  about  improvements  to  the  District's  student  assignment 
system.  The  current  Board  of  Education  and  District  administration  intend  to  move 
forward  aggressively  with  the  goal  of  presenting  a  recommendation  for  a  new  student 


assignment  system  to  the  Board  of  Education  by  April  2009  for  implementation  in  the 
2010-2011  school  year. 

FINDINGS 


1.  The  SFUSD  school  choice  process  and  its  Diversity  Index  are  unnecessarily 
complex  and  confusing,  time  consuming,  alienating  to  families  they  purport  to 
serve  and,  most  damning,  fail  to  deliver  a  diversified  school  population. 

Disagree  in  part.  The  report  provides  no  factual  support  for  this  conclusory  finding.  The 
District  has  not  unnecessarily  complicated  its  student  assignment  process.  The  student 
assignment  system  is  complex,  because  it  was  designed  to  meet  complex  goals  and 
challenges  such  as  equity  of  access,  family  choice,  and  diversity. 

The  grand  jury  report  concludes  that  the  Diversity  Index  fails  to  provide  a  diversified 
school  population,  but  does  not  define  what  it  means  by  "diverse."  The  Student 
Assignment  System,  formerly  the  Diversity  Index  Lottery,  was  designed  to  facilitate 
economic,  academic  and  linguistic  diversity.  The  Student  Assignment  System  achieves 
diversity  in  these  three  areas  to  the  greatest  extent  possible  within  the  pool  of  applicants 
who  choose  to  apply  to  any  particular  school. 

2.  Questions  about  race/ethnicity  on  the  Enrollment  Application  lead  families  to 
conclude  that  race/ethnicity  are  Diversity  Index  factors  and,  in  spite  of  denials  by 
the  District,  will  affect  admissions. 

Disagree  in  part.  The  report  does  not  provide  any  factual  support  for  this  broad  assertion 
about  what  SFUSD  families  believe  about  the  Diversity  Index  factors.  There  may  be 
various  families  that  believe  that  race  is  a  Diversity  Index  factor.  However,  this  is  a 
mistaken  belief  that  is  not  supported  by  any  of  the  information  provided  by  the  District  in 
its  literature  or  oral  explanations  of  the  student  enrollment  process.  The  Enrollment 
Application  requests  race  information  to  allow  the  District  to  organize  data  reports  for  the 
state  and  federal  government. 

3.  Even  with  the  expenditure  of  $2  Million  and  a  diligent  outreach  and  volunteer 
effort  the  District  cannot  explain  an  inexplicable  enrollment  system. 

Disagree  in  part.  The  District  agrees  that  the  EPC  and  volunteers  make  a  diligent  effort 
to  conduct  outreach  to  families.  However,  the  report  provides  no  factual  support  for  the 
finding  that  the  enrollment  system  is  inexplicable.  Thousands  of  families  are  able  to 
navigate  the  student  assignment  process  every  year.  However,  the  District  acknowledges 
that  there  is  always  room  for  improvement,  and  continually  re-evaluates  its  outreach 
efforts  to  reach  as  many  families  as  possible. 

The  entire  operating  budget  for  Education  Placement  Center  is  2  million  dollars.  In 
addition  to  outreach  and  counseling  efforts,  this  budget  funds  the  following  other  duties 
of  the  EPC:  data  entry  for  all  students  applying  for  and  enrolling  in  schools;  mandated 


English  and  native  language  assessments  of  English  Language  Learners;  foreign 
transcript  evaluations;  the  Lowell  admission  process;  address  verification;  managing  the 
enrollment  and  data  reports  for  special  education,  public  and  charter  schools;  and 
managing  the  capacities  and  enrollment  numbers  of  every  school,  grade  level  and 
program  (over  1,100  separate  capacities).  The  EPC  not  only  processes  the  applications 
for  kindergarten  enrollment  but  also  for  all  students  applying  for  middle  and  high  schools 
as  well  as  for  any  other  student  requesting  a  transfer  into  another  school.  EPC  processed 
over  13,000  applications  for  the  Round  1  assignment  cycle  and  continues  to  do  so 
throughout  the  year. 

4.  The  Jury's  research  revealed  that  a  simple  school  selection  lottery  would  result  in 
only  a  slight  difference  in  the  racial  mix  of  the  classroom. 

Disagree.  The  2005  Community  Advisory  Committee  on  Student  Assignment  (CACSA) 
report  cited  by  the  civil  grand  jury  in  support  of  this  finding  does  not  discuss  the  effect 
that  a  random  lottery  would  have  on  racial  composition  in  the  classroom.  Page  7  of  this 
report  states  that  "the  number  of  schools  with  high  racial  concentrations  would  be  slightly 
increased"  with  the  use  of  a  100%  random  lottery,  based  on  a  simulation  that  was  run  for 
CACSA  using  actual  2004-2005  enrollment  requests  originally  submitted  through  the 
Diversity  Index  Lottery. 

5.  Parents  who  know  that  their  child  can  go  to  school  in  the  neighborhood  where 
they  live  are  good  candidates  to  work  to  make  that  school  a  successful  school  for 
all  neighborhood  children. 

Agree  that  parents  who  live  near  their  child's  school  are  good  candidates  to  work  in  that 
school.  However,  the  District  believes  that  all  parents  are  good  candidates  to  work  in 
their  child's  school.  A  parent's  decision  to  work  in  their  child's  school  is  not  necessarily 
based  solely  or  primarily  on  that  school's  proximity  to  their  home.  Other  factors  could 
include:  proximity  to  their  job,  child  care,  or  public  transportation;  the  strength  of  the 
existing  parent  network  in  the  school;  or  the  parent's  relationship  to  the  principal, 
teachers  or  other  staff  in  the  school. 

6.  San  Franciscans  identify  with  their  neighborhoods.  Most  neighborhoods  have  a 
local  school  that  local  residents,  merchants,  and  parents  have  known  about  and 
perhaps  attended,  and  provided  support.  With  the  District's  current  non- 
attendance  area  policy  most  children  now  go  to  school  outside  their  neighborhood 
and  as  a  result  support  for  neighborhood  schools  has  diminished.  A  senior  school 
official  told  the  jury,  "We  could  create  additional  great  schools  in  the 
neighborhoods  and  that  would  go  a  long  way  towards  helping  relieve  pressure  on 
the  high  demand  schools." 

Disagree  in  part.  The  civil  grand  jury  report  provides  no  factual  support  for  this  finding. 
District  data  suggests  that  families  are  not  necessarily  choosing  the  school  that  is  closest 
to  their  home.  This  year,  82%  of  all  kindergarten  applicants  listed  a  non-attendance  area 
school  as  their  first  choice  and  1 8%  listed  their  own  attendance  area  school  as  their  first 


choice.  75%  of  6lh  grade  applicants  and  74%  of  9th  grade  applicants  listed  a  non- 
attendance  area  school  as  their  first  choice. 

The  District  agrees  that  the  creation  of  great  schools  in  every  neighborhood  would 
alleviate  the  pressure  on  high  demand  schools. 

7,  The  number  of  Alternative  Schools  has  grown  to  1 5  and  the  difference  between 
them  and  attendance  area  schools  has  blurred  over  time. 

The  District  agrees  that  the  term  "alternative  school"  does  not  currently  have  the  meaning 
that  it  did  in  the  past,  when  alternative  schools  were  characterized  as  having  a  special 
program  in  addition  to  not  having  a  particular  attendance  area.    There  are  currently  30 
schools  in  the  District  that  do  not  have  an  attendance  area,  but  each  of  these  schools  does 
not  necessarily  also  have  a  special  distinctive  "alternative"  program. 

8.  Schools  have  not  improved  or  become  more  diverse,  even  with  the  use  of  busing. 
Busing  further  erodes  parental  and/or  neighborhood  involvement  in  schools. 
Buses  carry  nearly  5,000  elementary  children  to  school  and  cost  the  District  over 
$5  Million  annually.  For  each  bus  not  deployed  the  District  saves  $100,000. 

Disagree  in  part.  The  report  states  that  schools  have  not  improved  or  become  more 
diverse,  but  does  not  define  these  terms.  In  2008,  the  San  Francisco  Unified  School 
District  improved  on  the  California  Standards  Test  (CST)  for  the  seventh  consecutive 
year.  Again  this  year,  SFUSD  has  higher  proficiency  rates  than  the  state  at  every  tested 
grade  level  in  English  Language  Arts  and  Math,  and,  for  the  first  time  since  the  STAR 
testing  program  began,  more  than  half  of  all  students  tested  at  'proficient'  or  'advanced.' 

This  year  in  English  Language  Arts,  grades  2-11,  fifty  percent  (50%)  of  the  students 
tested  scored  at  proficient  or  advanced  levels.  In  Math,  grades  2-7,  fifty-nine  (59%) 
scored  proficient  or  advanced.  By  comparison,  in  2002,  only  thirty-five  percent  (35%)  of 
SFUSD  students  scored  at  proficient  or  above  in  English  Language  Arts;  for  Math  thirty- 
seven  percent  (37%)  scored  at  proficient  and  above. 

Moreover,  as  noted  above,  the  Student  Assignment  System,  formerly  the  Diversity  Index 
Lottery,  was  designed  to  facilitate  economic,  academic  and  linguistic  diversity.  The 
Student  Assignment  System  achieves  diversity  in  these  three  areas  to  the  greatest  extent 
possible  within  the  pool  of  applicants  who  choose  to  apply  to  any  particular  school. 

The  District  agrees  that  SFUSD  spends  approximately  $5  million  per  year  on  general 

education  transportation  for  elementary  school  students,  and  that  a  reduction 

in  the  number  of  buses  in  the  fleet  could  result  in  annual  savings  of  $100,000  per  bus 

reduced. 


9.         Some  members  of  the  Board  of  Education  appear  to  have  student  diversity  as  their 
first  priority  for  the  District. 


Disagree.  The  civil  grand  jury  report  provides  no  factual  support  for  this  assertion,  other 
than  a  vague  quote  from  one  elementary  school  principal  who  reportedly  stated  "Actions 
of  some  members  of  the  Board  of  Education  give  the  impression  that  their  priority  is 
diversity  rather  than  improving  the  level  of  education." 

Individual  members  of  the  Board  of  Education  cannot  determine  policy  or  priorities  for 
the  District.  Only  a  majority  of  the  members  of  the  Board  (4  members)  have  the  power  to 
guide  policy  for  the  District.  On  May  27,  2008,  the  Board  of  Education  voted 
unanimously  (with  one  member  absent)  to  adopt  a  new  Strategic  Plan  that  outlines 
District  priorities,  entitled  "Beyond  the  Talk:  Taking  Action  to  Educate  Every  Child 
Now."  (See  Attached).  This  plan  is  organized  into  three  initiatives:  (1)  Performance 
Management  Initiative  (to  increase  the  personal  and  professional  capacity  of  all  District 
employees);  (2)  Equity  Centered-Professional  Learning  Initiative  (to  create  and  sustain 
professional  learning  communities);  and  (3)  21st  Century  Curriculum  Initiative  (to 
provide  classroom  instruction  that  is  personalized,  relevant,  meaningful  and  engaging  for 
each  student).  The  Strategic  Plan  does  not  identify  diversity  as  the  first  priority  of  the 
District. 

10.       The  District  needs  to  make  crucial  decisions  about  surplus  school  property, 

updating  30  year  old  and  now  obsolete  school  attendance  zones,  and  establishing 
policy  to  guide  decisions  to  shut  failed  schools.  Voters  faced  with  future  requests 
for  funding  from  the  District  will  react  favorably  to  the  District's  efforts  to 
streamline  their  property  management  activities  and  to  convert  these  non- 
performing  assets  into  resources  that  support  District  educational  activities. 

This  is  a  statement  of  opinion  rather  than  a  factual  finding.  Notably,  the  Board  of 
Education  has  already  taken  steps  to  determine  the  best  uses  of  surplus  property,  and  has 
already  created  policy  to  guide  school  closures.  See  Attached,  Resolution  56-14A9 
(8/23/05)  ("Feasibility  of  Selling,  Leasing  or  Subleasing  Surplus  Real  Property");  see 
also  Resolution  71-23Sp2  (5/13/07)  ("Establishing  a  District  Policy  for  General  Public 
Notification  Regarding  Changes  in  Uses  of  District-Owned  Properties:");  Resolution  53- 
22SM1  (5/22/05)  ("School  Consolidation  Policy"  outlining  criteria  to  guide  school 
closures). 

RECCOMENDATIONS 

1 .         Eliminate  the  use  of  the  Diversity  Index  based  on  the  findings  of  this  report. 

Response  Four.  While  the  Board  of  Education  and  District  acknowledge  the  need  for 
improvement  of  SFUSD's  student  assignment  process,  the  civil  grand  jury  report  does 
not  provide  a  sufficiently  comprehensive  discussion  or  analysis  of  the  District's  goals  for 
its  student  assignment  system  and  the  legal  considerations  and  operational  challenges 
inherent  in  changing  the  student  assignment  system  that  would  support  immediate 
elimination  of  the  Diversity  Index  based  solely  on  the  findings  of  the  report. 


Notwithstanding  this  fact,  the  current  Board  and  District  administration  plan  to  move 
forward  aggressively  with  the  goal  of  presenting  a  recommendation  for  a  new  student 
assignment  system  to  the  Board  by  April  2009  for  implementation  in  the  2010-201 1 
school  year. 

The  District  has  a  working  group  of  top  District  administrators  and  legal  counsel  tasked 
with  the  responsibility  of  developing  an  improved  student  assignment  system  that  seeks 
to  meet  the  Board's  goals,  such  as  family  choice,  customer  service,  predictability,  equity 
of  access,  diversity,  and  promoting  community  building  within  neighborhoods.  This 
working  group  will  present  options  to  the  Board  that  will  ultimately  be  vetted  and 
reviewed  in  public  meetings  inviting  community  feedback.  This  process  is  underway, 
and  the  suggestions  and  findings  of  the  civil  grand  jury  have  been  shared  with  the  Board 
of  Education  and  the  working  group. 

It  is  important  to  note  that  the  Board  of  Education  may  end  up  adopting  a  student 
assignment  system  that  incorporates  the  priorities  articulated  by  the  civil  grand  jury 
report.  However,  the  Board  and  the  District  are  unable  to  promise  any  particular  type  of 
assignment  system  at  this  time,  prior  to  the  comprehensive  analysis  and  discussion 
described  above. 

2.  Remove  questions  asking  for  race/ethnicity  and  parent  education  level  from 
the  Enrollment  Application  form.  If  this  information  is  a  legal  requirement,  it 
should  be  collected  on  a  document  separate  from  the  application  process. 

Response  Four:  As  discussed  in  the  response  to  Finding  2,  there  is  no  reasonable  basis  to 
believe  that  race  is  used  in  the  student  assignment  process. 

3.  The  District  should  adopt  an  admission  process  that  is  transparent,  easier  to 
understand  and  administer.  If  children  could  go  to  their  closest  school  to 
register  and  attend,  the  need  for  a  29-person  EPC  would  be  substantially 
reduced. 

Response  Four.  While  the  District  shares  the  civil  grand  jury's  interest  in  creating  a 
process  that  is  transparent  and  easy  to  understand,  it  cannot  commit  to  adopting  this 
recommendation  for  the  reasons  articulated  in  response  to  Recommendation  1,  above. 

As  explained  in  response  to  Finding  3  above,  the  EPC  has  many  other  functions  and 
responsibilities  in  addition  to  administration  of  the  Student  Assignment  System. 


As  an  interim  step,  the  SFUSD  should  abandon  the  existing  School  Selection 
process  and  Diversity  Index  effective  with  the  2009-2010  school  year  and 
replace  it  with  a  lottery  based  system  without  additional  qualifiers  except  for 
sibling  preference  and  children  of  staff,  and  medical  and  hardship  waivers  as 
found  in  the  current  system. 


Response  Four.  The  District  cannot  adopt  this  recommendation  for  the  reasons 
articulated  in  response  to  Recommendation  1. 

As  noted  above,  the  Board  of  Education  may  ultimately  choose  to  adopt  a  new 
student  assignment  system  that  includes  elements  identified  in  the  civil  grand  jury 
report.  However,  the  Board  must  consider  a  wider  range  of  interests  and  goals  and 
conduct  a  more  comprehensive  analysis  of  operational  and  legal  considerations  before 
committing  to  a  particular  modification  of  the  student  assignment  system. 

5.  The  District  should  immediately  begin  preparing  a  school  assignment  program 
strengthening  the  role  of  neighborhood  schools  with  implementation  to 
commence  with  the  2009-2010  school  year  and  to  be  completed  by  the  201 1- 
2012  school  year. 

Response  Four.  The  District  cannot  adopt  the  recommendation  for  the  reasons  stated 
above  in  response  to  Recommendation  1 . 

As  noted  above,  the  Board  of  Education  may  ultimately  choose  to  adopt  a  new 
student  assignment  system  that  includes  elements  identified  in  the  civil  grand  jury 
report.  However,  the  Board  must  consider  a  wider  range  of  interests  and  goals  and 
conduct  a  more  comprehensive  analysis  of  operational  and  legal  considerations  before 
committing  to  a  particular  modification  of  the  student  assignment  system. 

6.  Using  Geographic  Information  System  (GIS)  technology  that  the  District 
already  possesses,  draw  attendance  zones  with  a  priority  on  creating  student 
diversity  and  proximity  to  home  in  each  zone.  Children  who  live  in  the 
attendance  zone  would  receive  priority  enrollment  at  their  Attendance 
Area/Neighborhood  Elementary  School. 

Response  Four.  The  District  cannot  adopt  the  recommendation  for  the  reasons  stated 
above  in  response  to  Recommendation  1 . 

As  noted  above,  the  Board  of  Education  may  ultimately  choose  to  adopt  a  new 
student  assignment  system  that  includes  elements  identified  in  the  civil  gTand  jury 
report.  However,  the  Board  must  consider  a  wider  range  of  interests  and  goals  and 
conduct  a  more  comprehensive  analysis  of  operational  and  legal  considerations  before 
committing  to  a  particular  modification  of  the  student  assignment  system. 

7.  The  District  should  form  immediately  a  Task  Force  to  study  the  range  and 
emphasis  of  the  existing  Alternative  Schools.  The  Task  Force  would  have  a 
short  time  frame  and  by  March  15,  2009  would  provide  recommendations  to 
reduce  the  Alternative  Schools  by  one  half  with  the  redundant  schools 
returning,  if  needed,  to  neighborhood  service.  If  the  Task  Force  fails  to  meet 
this  timeline,  the  Superintendent  would  be  expected  to  recommend  these 
changes.  Special  emphasis  should  be  placed  on  assessing  if  there  is  need  for 
as  many  bilingual  programs,  a  number  of  which  are  poorly  attended.  One  of 


the  goals  of  Alternative  Schools  should  be  to  attract  students  by  placing  high 
demand  programs  in  low  demand  schools. 

Response  Four.  The  civil  grand  jury  report  provides  no  factual  basis  for  a  reduction 
of  half  of  the  District's  alternative  schools,  which  are  some  of  the  most  popular 
schools  in  the  District. 

It  is  unclear  why  the  report  links  bilingual  programs  to  alternative  schools.  Bilingual 
programs  are  not  limited  to  alternative  schools  and  are  equally  placed  in  schools  that 
are  not  alternative  schools.  Moreover,  the  District's  provision  of  bilingual  programs 
is  governed  by  the  Lau  consent  decree,  which  is  monitored  by  the  district  federal 
court  in  San  Francisco.  It  would  not  be  appropriate  to  empower  an  "Alternative 
Schools  Task  Force"  with  the  responsibility  to  determine  how  to  adequately  meet 
state  and  federal  requirements  to  provide  equal  educational  access  to  English 
Learners. 

8.         Reduce  busing  by  creating  attendance  zone  preferences  for  neighborhood 

children.  Parents  should  be  able  to  apply  by  lottery  to  a  school  anywhere  in 
the  City,  but  those  choosing  not  to  send  their  children  to  the  neighborhood 
school  would  be  responsible  for  arranging  their  child's  transportation  (Special 
Education  students  excepted). 

Response  Four.  The  District  cannot  adopt  the  recommendation  for  the  reasons  stated 
above  in  response  to  Recommendation  1 . 

As  noted  above,  the  Board  of  Education  may  ultimately  choose  to  adopt  a  new 
student  assignment  system  that  includes  elements  identified  in  the  civil  grand  jury 
report.  However,  the  Board  must  consider  a  wider  range  of  interests  and  goals  and 
conduct  a  more  comprehensive  analysis  of  operational  and  legal  considerations  before 
committing  to  a  particular  modification  of  the  student  assignment  system. 


9.  During  the  Grand  Jury's  inquiry  the  recurring  theme  from  parents,  teachers, 

principals,  leaders  of  support  groups  and  school  officials  alike  was  the  need  to 
create  good  schools  system  wide.  This  would  provide  the  equity  that  all 
students  deserve  and  these  leaders  seek.  The  Jury  heard  that  student  diversity 
is  desirable,  but  not  as  important  as  quality  schools  for  all,  whatever  the 
setting.  With  a  new  Superintendent  and  two  new  Board  of  Education 
members  to  be  elected  in  the  fall  joining  three  recently  elected  members,  now 
is  the  time  to  refocus  on  creating  quality  schools  throughout  the  District. 

Response  One.  The  recommendation  that  the  District  should  refocus  on  creating 
quality  schools  throughout  the  District  is  in  the  process  of  being  implemented. 

On  May  27,  2008,  the  Board  of  Education  voted  unanimously  (with  one  member 
absent)  to  adopt  a  new  Strategic  Plan  that  outlines  District  priorities,  entitled  "Beyond 
the  Talk:  Taking  Action  to  Educate  Every  Child  Now."  (See  Attached).  This  plan  is 


organized  into  three  initiatives:  (1)  Performance  Management  Initiative  (to  increase 
the  personal  and  professional  capacity  of  all  District  employees);  (2)  Equity 
Centered-Professional  Learning  Initiative  (to  create  and  sustain  professional  learning 
communities);  and  (3)  21st  Century  Curriculum  Initiative  (to  provide  classroom 
instruction  that  is  personalized,  relevant,  meaningful  and  engaging  for  each  student). 

10.       Practice  better  resource  management  as  an  example  of  prudent  stewardship, 
particularly  now  in  the  face  of  funding  cuts.  By  year-end  2008  the  City 
should  devise  a  plan  for  reducing  the  number  of  under  utilized  properties  and 
failing  schools. 

Response  Four.  The  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District  ("SFUSD")  is  a  state  agency 
that  is  governed  by  the  San  Francisco  Board  of  Education.  The  City  of  San  Francisco 
does  not  have  jurisdiction  over  SFUSD  facilities  or  programs. 

However,  the  District  has  already  implemented  this  recommendation  by  taking  steps  to 
determine  the  best  uses  of  surplus  property,  and  has  already  created  policy  to  guide 
school  closures.  See  Attached,  Resolution  56-14A9  (8/23/05)  ("Feasibility  of  Selling, 
Leasing  or  Subleasing  Surplus  Real  Property");  see  also  Resolution  71-23Sp2  (5/13/07) 
("Establishing  a  District  Policy  for  General  Public  Notification  Regarding  Changes  in 
Uses  of  District-Owned  Properties:");  Resolution  53-22SM1  (5/22/05)  ("School 
Consolidation  Policy"  outlining  criteria  to  guide  school  closures). 
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